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FOREWORD 



Education has traditionally been associated with the three R's of 
reading, 'rlting, and 'rithmetlc. Over the years, the scope and sophls-' 
tlcatlon of teaching these skills have certainly increased, but the teach- 
ing of coOTiunication and computation skills remains a primary Instructional 
objective for our schools* After conducting major assessments in reading 
and in mathematics for program Improvernent ^ the Department in Its commitment 
to quality education recently completed an assessment on writing. 

On the surface, writing may appear to be a simple act of puntirii down 
thoughts on paper; but in reality, writing is a complex activity involving 
many skills and different kinds of knowledge. Its effectiveness a& a commu- 
nication process is determined by the degree to which it accomplishes a 
given purpose with an audience. It is an important and useful skill that 
must be taught not only in language arts courses but also in content areas 
such as social studies and science* 

The Department's recently completed state-wide writing assassment has 
attempted to determine the extent to which students in the public schools 
are achieving the goals and objectives identified for writing. The assess-- 
ment has Indicated strengths and weaknesses; it has analyzed possible reasons 
for student performance; and it has led to specific implications and recom- 
mendations for improvement. These have been translated into the State Writ ing 
Improvement Framework ^ which sets the direction for the entire Department. The 
Framework challenges all in the Department to continue working together to 
provide our students with quality Instruction in writing. 



Charles G. Clarke Superintendent 
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INTRODUCTION 



The Hawaii Writing Assessment w&s conducted to determine the extent to 
which students in Hawaii's public schools are achieving the goals and 
objectives of writing as related to Foundation Program objective li Develop 
basic skills for learning and effective comiunlcatlon with others* As with 
earlier asseasments in reading and in mathematics, the writing assessment was 
designed to identify strengths and weaknesses to provide a basis for improve^ 
ment in curficulutn and instruction* 

The assessments of basic skills were implemented as part of the Foundation 
Program Assessment and Improvement System (FPAIS) , which is the Department's 
curriculum management system* Consisting of an assessment and an improvement 
components the system provides a process for conducting assessments, review^ 
ing and analyzing findings and related data, and using the r ^sults to plan, 
program, implement, and evaluate educational programs and related services in 
the public schools of Hawaii, 

The writing assessment effort proceeded through the following major steps: 

1, Identifying the essentials of writing instruction for Hawaii* s 
schools: (a) definition of writing, (b) goals and objectives 
for the teaching of writing, (c) agreement on the traits Important 
for each type of discourse, and (d) awareness of the importance 
of aim and audience. 

2* Determining an assessment procedure that would focus on student 
performance in writings Instead of on student taiowledge about 
writing* 

3s Identifying, adapting^ and/or developing assessment eKcrcises to 
elicit complete writing SOTples, rather than excerpts . 

4* Utilizing a sample design that would provide sufficient and 

reliable data from which to develop a state and seven district 
profiles. 

5. Using both the holistic and trait methods for scoring* 

6, Developing a State Writing Improvanent Frmeyorl^ which is based on 
an analysis of the findings and which Includes instructional impli- 
cations and recommendations for program improvement* 

A task force was appointed to administer the writing assessment from the 
inception of planning to all aspects of the collection, analysis^ synthesis ^ 
and interpretation of datap The task force was compoaed of personnel from 
the state axid distfict offices and from the University of Hawaii, the Hawaii 
Council of Teachers of English i and the coBmunlty^at -large. 

The ultimate goal is the improvement of the writing performance of all 
students, K-12, in the public schools of Hawaii. This report, the State 
Wr j ting Improvement Framework, docmttents the writing asseeement and focuses 
on specific reconmendations for the accomplishment of this goal. It delineates 
areas of responsibilities so that personnel in the state and district offices 



and in the schools may work together mora effectively in making an impact on 
the quality of writing done by students. The Framework further suggests 
approximate time spans for each of the major phases in the implementation of 
the raconmiendations , 
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PART ONE: OVERVIEW AND RECOtWENDATlONS 



1» Rationale 

The State Writing Improvement Franework la baaad primarily on the analysis 
of the assassment data as presented in Part Two of this report. The data were 
analyzed and interpreted x^ith two principal considerations in mind I 

1* The essentials of writing instruction* 

2. The current status of writing Instruction In our schools* 

The recommendations for Improvement are categorized into four areas i 

1* Program Davelopment and Implementation 

2, Staff Developmaat 

3* Instructional Management 

4* Coimnunity Relations 

These categories correspond to the components of the Instructional Develops- 
ment Model (TOMr developed by the Office of Instructional Services as displayed 
belowi 



Instructional Davelopment Model 


State Writing Improvement Framework 


Content 


Program Development and 
Imp laman tat ion 


Change Process 


Staff Development 
Coimunity Relations 


Instructional Process 


Instructional Mmiagament 



The Instructional Deveiopment Model provides a basis for relating the 
State Writing Improyement Framework to the Department's overall effort in 
implementing the Foundation Program, 

Under program development and implamen^t^tlon are listed concerns that 
relate to the ^.ontent of writing as described in the Language Arts Program 
Guide ^^-^2 and that have been identified as essentials of writing instruction 
(presented in the next section of this report) . The raco^endations point to 
the need to translate general directions into more specific objectives and 
delineations. 



For further information, refer to "Instructional Development Model," 
Office of Instructional Services * Department of Education, December 24 » 1979. 



Under staff development are listed concerns that relate to himan consid- 
erations: the importance of a favorable climate for learning, the quality of 
leadership that motivates others to learn, and the collaborative efforts that 
involve others iu problem-solving and decision-making. Specific areas to be 
addressed are based on the recommendations in the program development rad 
implementation and instructional management categories. 

Under c ommunity relations are listed concerns that relate to the Important 
role that parents and the community-at-large have in encouraging good writing 
and in supporting the efforts of schools to teach writing. 

Under instructional management are listed concerns that deal with steps 
in the process of instruction: 

• Identifying goals and objectives 

• Assessing student needs 

• Analyzing data and planning for instruction 

• Identifying instructional strategies 

• Delivering instruction 

• Evaluating student growth 



II. Writing Instruction 

Definition of Writing 

Writing is a process of communicating ideas, feelings, and eKperlencei 
through the graphic mode; it is an individual, idea-centered activity Involv- 
ing imagination, thinking, and self-expression. 

Primary Goal of Writing Instruction 

The primary goal of writing instruction is to teach students to coiranunicate 
clearly, coherently, and effectively to accomplish a specific aim with a specific 
audience. 

Objectives of Writing Instruction 

Objectives for writing have been derived from Foundation Pirogr am Objective #1 
Develop basic skills for learning and effective communication with others. A 
sub-objective focuses on writing aims: Use language in writing to axpresa 
feelings, to give information, to promote ideas, and to antsrtaln« 

For the purpose of the assessment, the following objectives were 
identified: 

1. Students will write to a given audience to accomplish the following 
aims : 

2 

a. To express feelings (expressive discourse) 

b. To provide information (referential discourse) 



Refer to Language Arts Program Guide, K-12 , Department of Education, 
State of Hawaii, June, 1979, pp. 17 and 18. 
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c. To piscmotB Ideas (psrsuaslva dlseourse) 

d. To ratertain (lltsrary discourse) 

2* To accomplish the above » students wills 

a. Present ideas in en orderly manner: 

1) Salect and arrangs ideas to achieve a particular purpose. 

2) pse appropriate logic in sequencing Ideas or information 
in sentences 9 paragraphs p and longer pieces. 

b. Utilise the resources of language i 

1) Use words correctly^ appropriately » rad effectively. 

2) Cimblne words Into smtence patterns permitted by the English 
Iwguage. 

c» Use conventions of writing i 

1) Use aapitalliation^ punctuation, spelling^ abbreviation, 
ud p^mmship to enhance the coomunication process. 

2) Use space according to conventional practice and rules» 
deluding Indenting paragraphs , leaving margins » and placing 
titles. 

d. Adapt the resowces of Iwguages^ arrangement of ideas, md 
conventions of writing to aim and 'audience (style). 



The Important Traits 

Writing is eoi^osing^taking ideas and expressing th^ in clear, appro<» 
priate language with consistency in tone and style to accomplish a purpose (aim) 
with a given audience. Each of the four purposes requires the writer to adapt 
the resources of langtiage md arrangment of ideas (and to some extent the 
conventions of writing) by focusing on those traits which are lAportant to a 
particular type of discourse (es^resslves referential, persuasive, or literary)* 

The following chart lists the traits identified as Jjiportant for each of 
the four purposes and indicates the toportance (prlAary^ secondary, and tertiary) 
assigned to each. (Refer to AppendlK A for the traits which were scored for 
specific purposes #) 
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Writing Obj set Ives md Traits 



Objectives 


Primary 
^aits 


Secondary 
Traits 


Tertiary 
Traits 


1, Expressing Feelings: 
To es^ress personal 
feelings clearly and 
vividly* 


Expressiveness 


Syntax 


Spelling 
Punctuation, 
GapitallEationt 
and Other 
Conventions 


2, Giving Information 1 
To give clear, 
accurate^ and 
complete Information 
to others* 


Orgmizatlon 
Completeness and 
Relevance 


Wording 


SyntM 
Spelling 
Punctuation $ 
Capltallzatldn , 
and Other 
Conventions 


3« Promoting Ideas i To 
present a convincing 
argument # 


Clearly Stated 

Position 
Use of Supporting 

Inf oration 
Tpne 


Wording 


Syntax 
Spelling 
Punctuation } 

&pltalizacion , 

and Other 


4. Entertaining: To use 
language artfully to 
move the reader into 
the imaginary world 
of the writer. 


Invention of 
Structure 

Invention of 
Details 

Wording 


Syntax 


Spelling 
Punctuations 
Capitalist Ion » 
and Other 
Conventions 

_ _ 1 



111. Recommendations for Progam Improvment 

A* Program Development and Implementation 

!• The role of writing in the language arts program should be redefined 
to provide more specific directions to districts and schools, 

a. There is a need to establish and/or Identify the criteria (or standards) 
of an effective writing program for Hawaii. 

b. Writing should be part of an integrated approach to the teachljig of 
the language artSi 

1) Guidelines for the integration of the five areas (reading, 
writing, oral comunlcations language study, and literature) 
should be developed for both the elementary and secondary 
levels # 

2) On the secondary level, specific objectives, approaches, Md 
activities should be identified for the phase program, grades 

15 
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3) Also on the secondary level, the eurrent course require- 
ments > Inoludlng electlves, may have to be revlaed. 



c* There is a need to delineate the specific aspeets of writing on 
both the elementary and secondary levels in relation to the 
performance expectations and essential competencies. 

2, Writing in the content areas should be ^phasl^ed and practiced. 

a. Guidelines for the application of writing in the content areas 
should be established. 



b. School-wide Involveaent and planning are essential to the 
implementation of this recommendation. 

3. Resource guides and other extwt materials may have to be eKpanded 
or revised or adapted. 

a* Language Arts Strategies for Basic Skilley K-2 could be expanded 
by Including writJjig strategies which address aim and audience. 
A supplementary dociunent is a possibility. 

b. The current secondary course guides to writing will have to be 
redesigned and made more consistent with the State direction of 
integrating the five areas of the language arts program. 

c. Comprehension in the Content Areas should be used as a basis for 
the thinking strategies appropriate to writing tasks. 

4. Language arts program options now available should be examined and 
made consistent with State philosophy , goals* and objectives in writing. 
Other viable options should be identified and made available to 
diatrieta and schools. 

5. Efforts to coordinate established progrms directed toward the improve-^ 
ment of basic skills mnong special groups of students should be planned 
and implemented p These groups include the following i 

a. Handicapped (Special Education) 

b. Students of Limited Ingllsh Proficiency 

c. Iducationally Disadvantaged 

d. Gifted and Talented 

6. A comprehensive evaluation plan incorporating formative as well as 
summatlve data should be developed. Sumoatlve data should focus on 
pre-- and post-^program sampling of complete pieces of writings utilizing 
a recopilsed procedure (e.g., holistic and trait scoring) to arrive at 
reliable jud^ents about the quality of the progrM. Evaluation of 
the program might also include assesraent of a sample of student 
attitudes, the gathering of pertinent quantitative data (e.g., frequency 
of student writing, time devoted to writing activities), and observational 
data (evidence of prewrltlng activities, class anthologies, writing 
folders, BXkd student writJjag displays). The Competency-Based Measures 
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to hm developed for grades 3, 6, 8, and 10 should be a valuable means 
of eollectlng data. AlaOj evaluation efforts of the Hawaii English 
Programp Secondary^ should be coordinated with the total language 
arts progrm of the State. 

B* Staff Development 

1« Staff developmrat efforts should follow the staff development plan 
OTltten by the Offlee of Instructional Services as part of the 
implementation of the Foundation Program. 

2. The current cadre of reading and luguage arts resource teachers at 
the district level should be trained to Implement the State Writing 
iTOprovement Frsfflawork. 

3. As part of the impl^entation of the State Writing Improvement Frame- 
works principals should be provided training ini 

a« The essentials of writing instruction, Including the definition 
of writings the goals and objectives of writing instruction, 
writing standards, etc« 

b. The Instructional Development tfodel, specifically the InstruC'^ 
tional Process and the Change Process* 

4* In planning for ln--servlce programs for school staff s^ the following 
topics, as revealed by the State assessment, should be considered i 

a« Assessment /jjiprovement process 

1) Collecting assessment data^ 

2) toalyzing ftadlngs and relating them to instructional stra- 
tegies (planning for instruction) . 

3) UtlllElng appropriate and effeatlve Inatructlonal strategies 
and aotivlties. 

4) EvaluatjUig classroom instruction, 
b. Writing process 

1) Teaching students each step in the writing process: pre^ 
mitingi draft togs revising » editing, and rewriting « 

2) Basing writing asslg:mwts on students' experience. 

3) Developing the different levels of thinking as a prerequisite 
to good writing. 

5* Departmfflt of Education personnel should participate to planning for 
and conducting conferences and meettogs sponsored by local professional 
l»iguage arts organisations such as the Hawaii Council of Teachers of 




English (HCTE) md ^ Hul Haluhelu (IRA), Involv^ant in spaelal coop- 
arstlva projeets with ssn-DOE orgMlgatloass e*gti thm Hawaii Writing 
Project (Tha Bay Area Writing Pro j act i should Gontlnua, 

6, The Dapartmant should continue to work irtth local teacher trataing 
Institutions in the following waysi 

a. Serving on teacher education conmlttees related to language arts. 

Participating in evaluation (accreditation) activities, 
c. Rec^miendlng courses* 

7, Title II resources should be used for the training of cadres and teachers. 
The model used for the Bay Area Writing Program should be reviewed and 
adapted to meet Hawaii's needs. 

8, In-service training plus should Include awareness sessions for content 
area teachers to deltaeate their role to the teaching of writing. 
Those who are interested Jja more th«i an awareness session should be 
provided further training. 

C. Instructional Management 

1. The systematic Instructional process described in the Instructional 
Development Model should be followed by districts md schools in 
determining needs. The state assessment /improvement effort under the 
Foundation Program Assessment and Improvement System (FPAIS) Is an 
eKample of the instructional process. Another eKample Is the Reading 
Assessment and ImprovCTent Process (RAIP) , 

a. Districts should assist schools In following the guidelines In 
Implementijig the instructional process. 

b. On the school level, the systematic Instructional process should 
be followed in the development of a school curriculum for writing. 
The writing curriculim should be based on assessment and analysis 
of school data and be consistent with the State Writing Improvement 
Framewo rk. 

2. The three approaches to instruction described in the Instructional 
Development Model should be used In identifying appropriate teaching 
strategies. 

a. LET (Language, Experience, Thinking) -based Instruction— emphasis 
on identifying, developing, and using what students bring with 
them to the writing act. The LET-based approach provides the 
richest sources for the subject matter of writing and is appropriate 
for all students, especially for those who are having difficulty 

in generating Ideas. 

b. Integrated Skills Approach — ^emphasls on the application of skills 
to coDmunlcate, This approach provides an excellent means to 
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praetlea writ Jag for ipsclfle purppsai and audlancas; it Is 
appropriate for studsnts who do not easily apply the iklllg of 
wrlttog In a given context, 

c* Specific Skills Approsch— '^pht.sis on isolated skills Instruction, 
This approach is reconmended for studmts who have facility and flu- 
ency in expressing ideas, €ce able to transfer and apply skills, 
and have deaonstrated needs in specific skills. 

3, Writing instruction should follow the folluwing process! 

a. Pre-writlng acti^tles to motivate, stimulate thinktagp plm the 
structure, and clarify purpose and audience In order to decide on 
tone, format, level of formality, etc* 

Drafting the paper by providing an overall structure (outlining), 
select Jjig supporting details, and using saatences md ^ords appro- 
priately, 

c* Revising based on feedback and on careful reading md rethinkiag ^ 
of topic. Assessment exercises todlcatad that students seldom made 
major structural or content revisions. Faedback from fallow stu- 
dents is a very appropriate source of Information for revision of 
papers . 

d* Rewriting by using appropriate form, correct language , and correct 
mechanics. 

a. Editing for errors in usage, spelling, punctuation, etc. 

4. Meaningful ways to evaluate writing must be identified and used. 
Ivaluation of student papers i 

a. Must be based on complete pieces of writing. 

b. Must be conducted in line with the writing objectlvei for the 
assignment • 

c. Must be hi^ane and positive. 
D. Community Relations 

ifforts should be made to Inform parent and comaimlty groups about 
the place of writing In the school progrm md to Evolve thm in ways to 
support wltlng. 

1. Parents md the community in general should be informed about writing 
and the ^hasls given it by the Departmmt. There Is also a need to 
inform par^ts of the taportmce of viewing writing as a comunlcation 
function as opposed to the Itoited view of mritlng as correctness In 
spelling, punctuation, and capltaliiation. 
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fmtmutB shduld be aacouraged to putlQlpate in an adviiory capacity . 
Their active partlQipation in the Title II Advisory Council and other 
comittees is highly recoEBDended* 

Parent information/involvOTent prograns such as the one eonducted by 
the Right- to--Raad Frogrmi and OIS efforts should be continued . 
Brochures on witlng that suggest ways parents can help should be 
developed and disseminated^ 
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STATE 


DISTRICT 


SCHOOL 


li Fragrii 
Deviiopient and 
IspliianCitlon 


• Idintifies stiiidirds for a 
writing prograi for Hawgil 
through colliboratlon with 
district. 

1 Establlihig guldillnil for 
Intairiting wrltlni with othar 
linguage arte skills and iubjict 
iittar. 

• Devilaps/idiAtlfiis/i^pandg 
raiourci guldii and hffldhoDkSi 

• Goardinatis othir ptQ|raQi tiich" 
ing wrltingi i,g., ipiciilriuei- 
tloni iduQatlonaUydlgidvintagidi 
^d ILEF. 

I Aaslsts in thi divilopnint and 
inplinintatlon of a conprihin^vi 
ivaluitlon plan for writing i 


1 CQliibaritis with Stlti in devilop^ 
ing itandards and guidelines by 
providing input * 

1 Aiilits schooii in translating 
standards for school use and in 
iipliaintlni guidellnai for 
integration^ 

i Hory with stati on guidai and othei 
risourcis by providing input. 

1 Caordinitis othir prograis tiachlng 
writings 

1 Assists State in inpieiintlng 
evaluation plan for writing t 

1 Coordlnitis iviluation iffort for 
schools in thi diitricti 


p Implements IDH prociss In 
divelopini school writing . 
progrii; usis guidillnii and 
itandards ^iipliiincing IDM. 

i Assessii and iilntiins if fec- 
tlvi Instructional priCtiGiSi 

1 Coordlnatig various prograas 
in the school related to thi 
teaching of writing, 


2. Stiff 


i Trains oadrgs to iaplnint Stati 
Wifitlni laproveffiint Friiivorti 

• Collaborates with district in 
divilopini in^serviEg training 
for principals and taaehers. 

• Works with pfofissional orggniia^ 
tlonii InstitutlMS of hlghir 
liarninif and prlvacg schools in 
^DOpirgtivi efbrti and itaff 
divilopiint in writing, 

i Coofdinitgi Title II reiourcii 
for training i 


1 iilicts iiiberi of cadri and works 
with theni to lipiiaint Stiti Writing 
Iiproviiint FfaiiWQrk, 

1 Flans for training of prlnQlpili; 
calls on State for aiiistancs in 
planning and cralnin|i 

p Horks with professional arganlia^ 
tionsi ingtitutions of higher learn^ 
ingi and private schools in coopera^ 
tive efforts and stiff diviiopiint 
in writing, 

i Coardlnatii Tltli II risgurcis for 
funding. 


1 Flans for and arranges 
training iisilons with cadre* 

• FarticlpifiS in training 
sessions i 

1 Farticipates in professlonil 
organliitiQns by providing 
liidirshlp and serving as 
ictivi iinbirii 

1 Uses Title II rigourciSi 


L Instfuetianal 
Minigfraint 


• ColliboratiS with district in the 

iipliffiintation of IDH as relatid 
to writing, 

• Frovidge/reeon^ds various 
InstructiODil itrateilss and 
ntgrials to ffliteh Isarngr and 
teacher styles, 


1 Aaslsts schools In the InpliDinti' 
tion of thi IDM. 

1 Works tAth schools by recomending 
various Instructional stratigiis 
Mtirlalg, ispicially those fouad 

r=f E- E-| J .... 

to bi iffictlvi in thi schools of 
the district. 


1 IiplisiAts IDM in iiifitaining 
an iffictive writing prograi. 

1 livlews strategies and iate^ 
fills and works with disirlcts 
to iilict appropriate onitt, 


4, CMunity 
RilitlQQS 


1 CollabofatiS with dlitrlot In 
plinning parint involv^int 
aatlvitiii, 

• fomlitis State Advisory 
Council and Cdordlnatis 
ffiiitlngi, 


1 Works vith district and school 
advisory councils and other pafint 
groups. 

• FarticipitiS In Stati Advisory 
Council iistin|s.. . 


• iDfofBs parents of vrltiui 
prograi. 

i Organliei School Adviiory 
Councils and ^odfdlnates 
thiir activlfias. 
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ivaluitlon plan for wrl£ln| 
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of Writini-. 



Hork en guidiii rtsoureis 



ERIC 
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PART TOOi RESULTS J 

AND INTERPRETATION I 
MD INSTRUCTIONAL 
lOTLlGATIONS 



1 - State (canary) 

II - Central District (pink) 

III - Hawaii District (blua) 

IV - Honolulu Diotrlct (golden rod) 

V - Kauai District (white) 

VI - Leeward District (salmon) 

VII - Maul District (green) 

VIII - Windward District (buff) 
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I, ST^TE 



Results i Analysis and Interprstation, and Instructional Iniplicatioi 
of State Holiatic and Trait Scores 
GRADE FOUR 
HOLISTIC SCORES 



Resiilts 



Analysis and Intgrpretstion 



Percentage of Smm for Each Rating 

Ratings* 



ijectives 



1. Expressing 
Feeling 

2. Giving 
InforMtion 

3. Pronioting 
Ideas 

4. Entertaining 
AVERAGE 



1.11 



5. It 



2.01 



10, 



28.01 



15JI 



15 Jl 



17,41 



54.11 



29.81 



37.01 



48.21 



52.31 



13,01 



23.41 



25.41 



23.11 



.21 



.21 



.41 



.21 



4.( 



3.91 



2.81 



9. SI 



.21,5.01 



Percentage of gcorgg When Combingri 



Objectives 


Combined 
4 and 3 
Ratings 


Coibined 
3 and 2 
Ratings 


1. Expressing Figling 

2. Giving Inforiation 

3. Pronioting Ideas 

4. Entartiining 


11.31 
33.11 
16.41 
16.61 


64.31 
77. BI 
72.51 
63.91 


AVERAGE 


19.41 


69.71 



* Ratln|g : 4: Excellint " *^ 

3: Good 

2: Fair 

1: Poor 

0: Not Scoribli (hoUitically as well as 

Ih for traits) 

CD?/-- ^' ^^^^ Seerable (holistlcallv) 



i The scores for the four objectives varied consider- 
ably, indicating that all four objectives are not 
consistently taught. 

• Stud£ J perfonned bist In giving inforiation, 
objective 2 (as indicated by the coibined scores of 
"excillent ■ ind "good") , and poorest in expressing 
fellings^ objective 1, Sone riasons for the rela- 
tively high scores on objective 2 lay be that (1) the 
item was one that students could easily relate to 
bicause of the conaionality of the sxpfriBnca (roaking 
a peanut butter-jelly sandwich); (2) of all four 
objictives, L^'vlng inforiation is probably most 
emphiilzid in tht larly grades bicauii of its import- 
ance in daily life; (3) the task of providing inform- 
ation focusis on the lessige (or reality) that 
already exists-that is, students need not niceasarily 
gineriti or create ideas as in, for ixanple, enter- 
taining and pronioting ideas; and (4) the Eawaii 
English Prograi (HEP) includes practice in giving 
directions i 

• There were very few papers that were unscorable 
(rating 0) beciuse thiy were lUegibli or ineoipre- 
hensible or containad littlt or no writing, The 
total nuiDbir of 0 papers was five (out of 2,118 
papers) , 

• Five (S.l) per cent of the papers were nut scorabli 
holiitically because the authors did not write on 
the assignid topics or deviatid mirkedly froi the 
directions provided. (These art papers rated X, 
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They were scored ^ however, for individual traits*) 
Entertaining, objective 4, received the most X 
scores . 



© The lu 'Bst number of papers (52.3%) for all four 
objecti'/^s were given a rating of '■fair-' which 
indicates, that the qualities identified as impor- 
tant for a particular writing objective were present 
althou^^h there were weaknesses and problems which 
detracted from the effectiveness of the writing* The 
fact that a large percentage of papers (52,3%) was 
rated "fair" (rating 2) may indicate that audience, 
in addition to aimj Is not stressed sufficiently, 

• Slightly less than a fourth (23,1%) of the papers 
were rated "poor" (rating 1) * Papers rated "poor" 
generally displayed such weakneeses as unawareneas 

of audience j lack of unity s lack of imaglnai^on, trite 

language ^ and distracting errors in the conventions 

of writing (spellings punctuation i and capitalization) . 

• A very small percentage (2-0%) of the papers was 
rated 4, "excellent*" This is due to the fact that 
papers were rated against an ideal standard^ not on 
a curve. These papers were outstanding in all 
respects; they showed an awareness of purpose and 
audience and were clear, coherent ^ and effective, 

• A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (69,7%), This Indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" or "good." 
The potential for better writing is definitely 
present. Moreover, the fact that the number of 0 
papers was very minimal also indicates that students 
are able to coflmunicate at least some of their ideas 
in writing. The scorers observed that students did 
vary little revising and editing. The first draft, 
in most Instances ^ was the final product. 




TRAIT SCORES 



Results 



N 

I 





g 

Ratings 


Objectiveg 


k 


3 




L 


X 


OBJECTIVE 11 










P: Expressiveness 


111 


: 13.4? 


S 61 If 


: 24.11 




Lit 


24.6? 


> 61.5? 




T: PC & C 


6.11 


34.31 


m, Ik 


. 12.81 


OBJECTIVE 12 










P.* Organization 


12.41 


49.81 


33.51 


4.31 


P." Coinpleteness/ 


7.61 


33.71 


47.81 


10.81 


Relevance 










Tl Spelling 


33.11 


40.61 


20.81 


5.51 


OBJECTIVE 13 










h Clearly Stated 
Position 


2,51 


38.21 


47.41 


11.91 


P: Tone 


.41 


ij.ai 


73.11 


12. 7X 


Pi; Organization 


.61 


15.41 


69.81 


14.31 


^ Use of Support- 


l.OI 


17.31 


56.11 


25,51 


ini Infonatlon 












Audience* 










Yes 


No 


1 






78,2^ 


21.81 


0 




OBJECTIVE 14 










P: Invention of 


1.91 


28.21 


51.71 


18.3i 


Structure 
P: Invention of 










Details 
Pi Wording 


2.SI 
.61 


18.71 
9.01 


59.01 
73.51 


19.71^ 
16.81 


AVERAGE 


6.01 


26.01 


54.01 


14.01 



all four objectives of writing, audience as a trait 

ERIC inforn'ation related to ludience awariness. 
4^ 



Analysis and Interp retafinn 

I The trait with the greatest nuniber of 4 and 3 
scores for the fourth graders was spelling (73.7!^), 
followed by organization based on chronological ' ' 
order (62.21^ scored for objective 2). The trait 
with the sinallest nuaber of 4 and 3 scores was 
wording (9.6|). 

J Traits were cateiorlied according to their relative 
liportance as prinary, secondary , tertiary, The 
tertiary traits received the greatest number of 4 
and 3 scores (56,91), followed by the prliary (26.81) 
and secondary (26.81) traits. The relatively better 
perforaance on tertiary traits Indicates the effect 
of instructional emphasis. 

• A coiparlson of the averap percentaps for each 
rating (for all thirteen traits) ihowi that the 
larpst percentage of paperi was rated 2 (54.01), 
This Indicatss that Che level of attainient of the 
traits was "fiir," although there were lipses which 
interfered wlthcomunication. 

• A coipariion of the trait and holistic scores 
indicates that trait scorei were better than 
holistic icores, ilhen the averaii pircentiges of the 
4 and 3 ritinii on traits were coiblnid, the pir- 
Cintap of papers totaled 32 (as conipared with the 
19.41 rated 4 and 3 hollstlciUy) . 

• 73.21 of the papers specifically addressed the given 
audience in promotlni ideas, but 21.81 failed to do 
so. 

f Students did better in organizing papers based on 
chronological order (required in |iving inforniation) 
than in orgflniglni papers based on logical order 
(requirid in promoting ideas). 
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Ranking of TraiEs and Farcentage of Papers for 
Primary i Secondary, and Tertiary Traits 
for Combined 4 and 3 Scores 



g of Traits 
iigh to Low) 



2, Organization 
_ ,__ (obj. 12) 



3, Completeness/ 
Relevance 



4. Clearly Statad 
Position 



3 h 
Scoras 



62.21 



41.31 



40.71 



5. PC&C 



6, Invention of 
Structure 



1. Invention of 
Details 



9. Use of Supporting 
Inforination 



10, Organization 

(obi. m_ 



1 1, Expressivjness 



12. Tone 



1 3. Wording 



AVERAGE 



40,42 



30.11 



26.81 



21,21 



18.3^ 



16.01 



14,61 



14.21 



9.61 



Priinarv 



62.21 



41,31 



40.71 



30.11 



21. 2;^ 



18.31 



16.01 



14.61 



MM. 



26.81 



jacondai'V 



26, 



26.81 



73.7! 



40.41 



36.91 



• Students scored lowest on wording (9,61). Because 
this trait is related to entertainini (objective 4), 
the low score My indicate a lack of development in 
inapry and a lack of experience with flgurfltlve 
language. It nay also indicate a lack of experienee 
with multiple mfianlngSj a narrow range of vocabulary, 
or Inability to vary words and expresgions to fit aii 
and audience. 

• Students were relatively weak In syntax; only 26. 8X 
of the papers scored for objective 1 were rated 4 
and 3 for syntax, 
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Inscructlonal Implications 

St«i*„t. should be taught fro. the early grades to for ill four objects,. 1„ .aanlngful situations, 
"riting activities should capitilla on th. intotests and eperi-ncss of students, 

^« ^ variety 

Students should be given opportunities to express their feellnei freelv u^, fhe-i. v m 

»'-^ions . 

Different levels of thinking should he deliberately developed as a ,re-te,ulsite to good »rlting, 

The enti. process of vrlting should be systematically taught, pre-wtitlng, „rltlng, revising, raiting, 

Students should be given .any opportunities to develop the skills In which this study has shorn they are 
a. Using words that are vivid, precise, and appropriate. 

5 

c. Planning papers baifd gn logical oider. 

d. selecting details that are relevant and selecting supporting informtlon that Is relevant and convincing. 
The primry traits should be syste«aticaUy taught in relation to the four purposes of vrltlng. 
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Resu Analysis and Incerpretation, and Instructional ImpUcations 
of State Holistic and Triit Scoras 
GRADE EIGHT 
HOLISTIC SCORES 



Results 

Percent a pe of Scores for Each Rating 



Ratings* 



Objectives 


4 


3 


2 


' 1 


1" 


K 


1. Expressing 
Feelings 


2.81 


27.41 


53.31 


13.81 




2,81 


2. Giving 
Inforniation 


4.21 


23.31 


46.81 


25.51 


,21 


l.QI 


3. Promoting 
Ideas 


2.11 


25.61 


50.51 


20.61 




Lit 


4. Entertaining 


3.11 


30.61 


49.81 


14.71 




1.61 


AVERAGE 


3.11 


26.71 


50.11 


18.41 


,051 


1,71 



Percenta^i of Score 


i When Com 


}ined 




Goibinad 


Coibinid 




4 and 3 


3 and 2 




lltingi 


Ratings 


1. Expressing Feillni 


30.21 


80.71 


2. Giving Inforoation 


27.51 


70. n 


3. Promotini Ideas 


27.71 


76.11 


4, intartainini 


33.71 


80,41 


AVERAGE 


29.81 


76.81 


%tings.' 4; Excillint 



3: Good 
2 1 Pair 
li Poor 

0: Not Scorable (holietlciUy ai 

wall as for traits) 
Xi Not icorabli (holistically) 



Analysis and Interpretation 

■ Students perforiid best in antartaining, objective 4 
(as indicated by the cowblned icores of "excellent" 
and "good"), and poorest in giving inforiation, 
objective 2; however, the scores for all four objec- 
tives were not significantly different. This may 
indicate tha^ by the eighth grade, studints have been 
liven practice in writing for all four purposes, 

• Scoras for the eighth graders for objective 2, 
providing Inforraation, were lower than thosi for 
fourth iraders. Thii is moat probibiy due to the 
weaknesies of the d^ssessment Item itself. Scorers 
all agreed that the Inforaatiun provided was not 
sufficient; raoreovei-, students in the eighth grade 
irft not very familiar with driving, md thus .wire 
unable to describe an iccident clearly, 

• There were very few pipers that were unscorable 
(ratini 0) bicausi they were illeglbli or incoipri- 
heniible or contained llttli or no writing. The totil 
nuBiber of 0 papers was only one (out of 1,985 papers). 

• 1,71 of the papiri were not scorable hollitically 
bicause the iuthors did ngt write on thi lisignid 
topics or diviated larkidly fron thi dlrictions 
provided, (Thise are papers ratid X, They were 
scored, however, for individual traits, ) Expriising 
fiilings, objectlvf 1, recsived the most X scores. 
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• The largest number of papers (50,1%) for all four 
objectivas were given a rating of "fair," which 
indicates that the qualities identified as important 
for a particular writing objective were present 
although there were weaknesses and problems which 
detracced from the effectiveness of the writing. 
The fact that over half of the papera were rated 
"fair'^ may Indicate that audience, in addition to aim, 
is not stressed sufficiently, 

• As compared with the fourth^grade scores j the percentage 
of upper scores (4 and 3) for the eighth grade 
increased from 19.4% (grade 4) to 29*8% (grade 8), 

• Moreover 5 fewer papers (18.4%) were rated "poor" as 
compared with the fourth grade (23,1%), Indicating that 
students are imprDving* However , soma of the 
wQaknesses evidenced by fourth graders still persisted: 
unawarenass of audience ^ lack of vivid use of language 
and details, and use of incorrect information and weak 
supporting evidence. 

• A very small percantage (3.1%) of the papers was 
rated 4* "excellent," This is due to the fact that 
papers were rated against an ideal standard ^ not on 

a curve. These papers were outstanding in all raapects; 
they showed an awareness of purpose and audience and 
were clears coherent, and effective, 

• A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (76.8%), This indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" or "good," 
The potential for better writing ±b definitely 
present. Moreover , the fact that the number of 0 
papers was very minimal also indicates that studants 
are able to communicate at least some of their ideas 
in writing. The scorers observed that students did 
very little revising and editing* The first drafts 
in most instances, was the final product. 



TRAIT SCORES 



Results 



Analysis and Interpretatl cn 
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OBJECTIVE 13 










P: Clearly Stated 
Position 


6.71 


51.41 


33.61 


8.41 












P; Orisniiation 
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52,01 


20.01 


Pi Use of Support'^ 


2,11 


21.71 




11 M 


n Tl (T 1 n r TfMBQ ^ i rift 

in|^ inronniLion 












Audi 


ence* 








Yes 


No 












n 
U 




OBJECTIVE ilk 










P: Invention of 


10.81 


45.21 


35,31 


8.51 


Struciure 










Pi Invention of 


5.81 


31.31 


50.81 


12.01 


Details 










Pi hmn 




16.BI 


71.B! 


9.11 


AVERAGE 


10.21 


32.41 


45.11 


12,31 



all four objectivii of writing, audience as a trait 
was scored for objectlvi 3 for the purpose of pther- 
ing specific InforMtlon related to audienci awareness 
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i The trait with the greategr number of 4 and 3 scores 
for the eighth graders was spelling (82.11), followed 
by organiiatioii based on chroiiolo|ical order (68.81 
icored for objective 2). The trait with thi smallest 
nuinber of 4 and 3 scores was wording (19.11), 

• Traits were categorized according to their relative 
linportance u priniary, secondary^ tertiary, The 
tertiary traiti received the ireatist number of 4 and 
3 scores (63.81), followed by the sicondary (43,11) 
and primary (38.31) traits. The relatively better 
perforniancfl on tertiary traits Indicatpj the effect 
of instructional emphasis, 

• A comparison of the averaie percentile for each 
rating (for all thirteen traits) shows that the 
largest percentaie of papers was rated 2 (45. H), 
This indicates that the level of attainnient of the 
traits was "fair," although there weri lapses which 
Interfiredwlth coimunlcation. 

I A comparison of the trait and holistic scores Indicates 
that trait scores weri better than holistic scores, 
When the aviragi percenta|es of the 4 and 3 racings on 
traits were combined, the percenta|e gf papers totaled 
42.6 (as compared with the 29,81 rated 4 and 3 
holistically). 

• 19,71 of the pipers specificilly addresied the given 
audience in proinoting Idiis, but 80.31 failed to do so. 

• Students did better In orginliini papers based on 
chronological order (riquired in givini information) 
than in organigini papirs based on logical order 
(required in promoting ideas). Thii finding seeM 
to he directly relited to the data ohciined from 
ttachers about current practices in writing instruc- 
tion, which indicitad that the tilationihip bstwiin 

' writing and thinking is noi; consistently iiphaslied. 



Ranking of Traits and Pircintaii of Hmn for 
PrliDiryj Sicondiry, and tirtlary Traits 
for Conblned 4 and 3 Scores 


Raiiking of Traits 
(High to Low) 


n 4 

Scorss 


Prliirj 


Secondary 


Tirtiary 


LJpilling 


mt 






82.1^ 


2« Organization 
(objictivi #2) 


68.31 


68,81 






3, Clearly Statid 
Position 


58.11 


38.1^ 






4i Invintlen of 


36.01 


36.01 






3, PC&C 


45. SI 






43. 3i 


h. Syntax 


43.11 




43.11 




h iKprisslveness 


40.21 


40,21 






8, lAvintisn of 
Ditalls 


37.11 


37.11 






9. Coiplitanssi/ 
Relivince 


28.11 


28.11 






10. Orginliitlon 
(objsctlvi 13) 


28.01 


28.01 






11. Os€ of Supper ting 
Infonatlon 


24.41 


24.41 






12, TeQi 


22.81 


22.81 






13. Wording 


19.11 


19.11 






AVERAGE. 




38.31 


43.11 


63.8^ 



I Studints scored lowest on wordln| (19.11), Bicause 
this trait Is rilated to intertalnlni (objictive 4), 
the low score my indieaci a lack of developiint is 
iMgiry and a lack of expiriinci with fipratlve 
linguip, It may ilso indicats i lack of eKpirlince 
with lultiple mianlngi, a narrow ringi of vocabulary , 
or Inability to vary words and exprissions to fit 
alDi and audianci. 
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Ingtruetlonal lajlieay^^^ 

1, yritlni Instruction ihould providi for thi divilopient of criatlvity and use of iiiginition, 

2, Students should be previdsd Initruction in thi usi of vivid languip and flgurss of spiich, 

3, Thi intlfi proeiii of writing ihould be iyiteiatlcally taught; pri-wtiting, writing^ rivising, riwriting, 
and iditing, " ' 

4, Thi Hiwall Engliih Prograi, Sicondiry, ihculd be uaed where appropriate, e.g,, Griftini units , 
5i Pomi (riport writing, parigraphini) ihould be taught. 

6. Writing for the various purposes and for various audlencii should bi intigratid in all En|llsh eoursii is will 
as in other eoursis such as sociil studies, science, and hialth. 

7. Initially, writing ihould be baiid on student intereit and expiriences. 

8. The priiary traits ihould be systeiitlcally taught in rilation to the four purpoiss of writing. 

9. Thinking skills should be eonsiitently taught in relatien to wrltlngj espeeiilly in orginlilng papirs, 
diteriining supportini ividinee, and silectlng ditiils, Thinking ikllli should bi iBphisliid in relation 
to putpesi and audlgnce. 

lOi Traits should be taught in relation to the whole piece of writing, not in Isslition, 

IL A variity of rasoufeis should be used to iiprova and expand upon thi use of words i lltirituri, oral 
activitiiSe rial life experiences, sensory aotivlties, etc. 
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Reiulti, Anilysis and Intirpritition, ind Initructionil Iipllcations 
of Stiti HolisEic md Trait Scons 
ELEVEN 



HOLISTIC SCORIS 



Results 



Immtm of ScQreg for Each Rating 



Objictlvii 






Ratln 








4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


X 


1, ExprisiinE 
Fillings 


12% 










M 


2. Givini 
Inferiition 




28.31 


km 


21.41 


.71 


.51 


3, Profflotlng 
IdiiS 


3.71 


30.61 


50,11 




,21 


.71 


L Entertaining 


3JI 


31.21 


km 


ini 




2.41 


AVERAGi 


3.21 


32.21 


47,81 


13.41 


.21 


1.01 



Pereantaee of Scnrp 



Objietlvgs 

1. ixprisiini fielinf 

2. Giving Inforiition 

3. Proidtliig Ideas 

4. Entercainini^ 




34,31 
34,91 



33.41 



74.21 
80.71 
80.01 
80,01 



*Ratingi { 4: iKeiiienfc 
3i Good 
2! Fiir 
li Poor 

Oi Not Scoribli (holisticilly as 

wflU IS for trilta) 
X: Not Scorabls (holiiticilly) 



toalygls and Intirpretatioa 



I Studints pirfomgd but in iKprissing fillings » 
objactivi 1 (is indicated by the eoibinid ieoris of 
"excellint" and "good"), and poorist in giving 
inforiition, objietive 2, One riison for the 
rglatlvsly hi|h scorii on objietive 1 nay bi that 
the itii was one that the students could iiiily 
relats to bsciusi of the faiiiiarlty of thi topic # 

• Although students per femid best in sKprssiini 
fiilinpi this score (40,91) ms not viry different 
froi the scoris foE the other thru objsctivis, The 
hoiogineity of thi four scores iiy bi atttibuttd to 
the continuid instructional emphisls on lU four 
objictivis in high school, 

• Thars were viry fiw papirs that wers unscoribli 
(rating 0) bieause they wire illi|lble or incoipprs^ 
hinslble or contiinsd littli or no writing . The 
total nuiber of 0 papers was four (out of 1,770 
pipirs), 

• Only II of the papirs wiri not seorable hollitieally 
bacausi the authors did not writi on thi assiped 
topics or devlatid aarkidly froni the dirictions 
provided, (Thase iri papers ratid X, They wire 
scored, howevir, for individual traits,) Intirtaln- 
ing, objective 4, riceived thi lost X seoris, 

• The lirpst nuiber of pipers (47. 81) for all four 
objectives wiri given a rating of "fair" which 
indicates that thi qualitiis Identified as iiportant 
for a particulir writini objietivs wen present 
although there win weaknessei ind probleias which 
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detracted from the effectiveness of the writing t The 
fact that a large percentage of papers (47.8%) was 
ratad "fair" (rating 2) may Indicate that audienoep 
in addition to aimj Is not stressed sufficiently. 

Slightly leas than a fifth (15,4%) of the papers 
were rated "poor** (rating 1) , These papers generally 
displayed such weaknesses as unawareness of audience, 
lack of unity, lack of imagination, trite language^ 
and distracting errors in the conventions of writing 
(spellings punctuation, and capitalization). 

A very small percentage (2.8%) of the papers was 
rated 4, "excellent." This is due to the fact that 
papers were rated against an ideal standard, not on 
a curve. These papers ware outstanding in all 
respects; they showed an awareness of purpose and 
audience and were clear, coherent, and effective* 

A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (80.0%). This indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" and "good." 
The potential for better writing is definitely 
present. Moreover, the fact that the number of 0 
papers was very minimal also indicates that students 
are able to comounlcate at least some of their ideas 
in writing. Scorers observed that students did very 
little revising and editing. The first draft, In 
most instances, was the final product. 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Rasulti 

Percentage of ScQres for Each Rating 



Objictivii 


Rating 


4 


3 


2 


1 


OBJECTIVE 11 










Pi Expressivinsis 


A. 01 


39,5) 


47.8^ 


8.5^ 


Ss Syntax 


2.91 


42.41 


41.31 


13.3^ 


Ti PC&C 


4,01 


47.41 


35.21 


11.21 


OBJECTIVl 12 










P; Organiiition 


14.01 


41.31 


34.71 


10.0^ 


r; LoipiitiniSi/ 

Rilivanci 
1. bpiiilng 


U% 


29.61 


44.81 


21.01 


28.21 


51.01 


14.91 


5.81 


OBJICTIVE 13 












13.31 


47.11 




6.11 


FogltloQ 










Pi Tone 




38.21 


52.01 


4.91 


Pi Organliation 




30.91 


45.91 


17.61 


Pj Use of Support- 


3.71 


23.11 


52.21 


19.01 


ing Infonsition 












Audi 


inci* 




- - ■ ■ " 






No 


f 






14.21 


11.21 


74.41 




OBJEGTIVl U 










Ps Invifition of 


5.41 


43.11 


39.31 


12.3? 


Strueturi 










Pj Invintign of 


4.91 


31.91 


50.01 


13.21 


Ditalls 
Pi Wording 


3ai 


24.31 


6L2I 


11.51 


AVERAGE 


7.61 


37.8^ 


42.61 


11.91 



*Althou|h audlinci Ig an iiportint considirition for 
ill four objictlvis of writing, audience as a trait 

o^il^s^eclflc inforaitlon rilated to iudiinci awareniis. 



Analysis and jptirpretatlon 

Thi criit with the griiteit nuiber of 4 and 3 mm 
for thi ilivsnth gradirs was spelling (79.21), 
followed by cliirly statsd psiitlon (60.41), The 
trait with the SBillest nuibir of 4 and 3 looreB was 
wording (27,41). Ths hl^ icoie on spiillni Indicitsa 
the effect of insuuctloaal eiphasli on this trait. 
It «ay also indicati thit students find sicutlty in 
risortlng to 0011100, iasy-to^speil words. The low 
seors on wordini indieatss that studsnts lack the 
necssiiry vocabulary to coinuniciti iffictively to a 
variety of audlincii to accoiplish diffirint purposes. 

Traits were citigorliid accordini to thiir rilatlve 
liportanci as priiaryp sicondiryj tirtli^. The 
tirtiary traits riciivid the griatest nmber of 4 and 
3 scoris (65.31), followed by the sicondary (45.31) 
and thi prtairy (41,52) traits. Thi rilativily bitter 
pirfofiance ea tirtla^ traits indicates thi effsct of 
Initructlonai eiphasls, 

A cofflpirlson of the iviri|e psrcintigs for each rating 
(for all thirtiin traits) shows that the largist 
pircsntaii of pipirs was ratid 2 (42, aK). This Indieats 
that thi levsl of ittalniint of ths traits was "fair," 
ilthou|h thiri win lapiis which istirfirid irtth 
coHunication. 

A coipariion of ths trait and holistic icorii Indlcatei 
that trait scows wsri bitter than holistic seorii. Mhsi 
the ivirage pirciBtiges of thi 4 and 3 ratings on traits 
wers coiblnidj the pirMntages of papers totaled 45,41 
(as coiparid with the 35.42 ritid 4 and 3 hollitically,) 

14.21 of thi papirs spiclfically addrissid the glvsn 
audiinci in proietini ideas, but U,2I fallid to do so, 
Scorirs wiri unibli to ditanlni whither paperi 
sddressid in audiinci for 74.41 of the papiri; thisi 
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Ranking of Tralti and Fircintage of Papars for 
Priiiiiry, Secondary, and Tirtlary Traits 
for Coniblned 4 and 3 Scoris 



pipers aisuned that thi raider knaw who the audience 
was and did not explicitly or even Ifflplicltly indlcati 
an audiinci, 



Ranking of Traits 
(High to Low) 

1. Spelling 



2, Glearly Statid 
Position 



3. Organization 
(ob1acti_vi_l_2) 



k. im 



5, Invintion of 
Strueturi 



i 6. Syotax 

f h Exprsssiveniss 



8. Tone 



9i Invention of 
Ditiils 



10. Orpnization 
(objeetlve 13) 



11, Coaipletenesi/ 
Relivanee 



12. Use of Supporting 
Infojfiation 



13. Wording 



3^4 
Scorn 



?9.2I 



60.41 



55.32 



51.41 



48,51 



45.31 



43,52 



43.11 



36.82 



36,51 



34.31 



28.81 



27.42 



Prliary 



60,41 



55,31 



48.51 



43.52 



43,12 



36,81 



36.52 



34,32 



21,82 



27,41 



41,51 



Sgcondary 



45,31 



45,32 



Tertiary 



79.21 



51,42 



65.32 



I Students did better in organising papera baied on 
chronological ordir (riquired in |ivini information) 
than In organising papers based on logical order 
(requlrad in proiotlng Ideai), 

i Scudints scorid lowest on wording (27,41), Because 
this trait is ralited to entertaining (objictlvi 4), 
the low score nay Indlcita a lack of divilopient in 
iiagiry and a lack of ixpsriense with fi|urativi 
linguaga, It lay also indicate a lack of eKparience 
with nultiple leanings, a narrow range of vocabulary, 
or inability to vary words and ixprissions to fit aiio 
and ludiinee, 
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Instruetional liplleatlQM 



1. Contlnuid eiphasii should be givin to wltini for lii and audiiwe. As iuch as posslbli^ i riil 
ludlinci should be addrgssid. 

2. InstruetloMl tim should hi sit iiidi for pri-writiiii ictivitlii. Thise letlvltlei should providi 
an oppflrtunlEy for studsnts to $mim thilr own fiillnis, shwi thilr idgis, ind learn through group 
dynaaies how to coHBunicati cliirly and affictlvsly. Planning i paper should also bi an Important 
focui ol pri^rtitlni ictivltlis, 

3. All four purpQSis should be taught in leinlniful situatloM. 

4, Prlisary traits should bs iiphisliid in relatiori to each of thi four purpossB of writing, 

5, Thlnklni should be tau|ht and gncourigid; thinking as a prs-riqulsite to good wrltlM should bi 
e^higlzed, 

6, Traits should, bi taught in relation to the totil discourse, not in isolation. 

h la^hasis should bi plieed on Isstruction in thosi traits in which the studints mu found to be weskest; 
wording, usi of supportlni infenaatisn, Mmpliteniss and relevance, orgaaiiatisn (objictive l3), and 
Invintlon of details. 



Results, Analysis and Interpretationi and Instructional Implications 
of State Holiatic and Trait Scores 
CQMPOEITE OF.GRADES FOUR. EIGHT AND MM 
HOLISTIC SCORES " 



Res Its 



Analysis and Interpretation 



Percentage of Scores for E, 



1 

y 





Ratin 


eg* 






Objectives 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


I 


L Expressing 
Feeling 


2,01 


25.41 


51,21 




1°/ 


Li U/g 


2. Giving 
Infonnation 


4.21 


26.51 


47.51 


19.51 


M 


1.81 


3. Promoting 
Ideas 


2.21 


23.91 


52.51 


19.51 


.21 


1,61 


4. Entertaining 


2M 


25.81 


48.91 


17.91 


,11 


4.5^ 


AVERAGE 


2.82 


25.41 


50.DI 


19.01 

_. 


.1% 


Ul 



Percentage of Scores When Coi 


^ined 


Objectives 


Combined' 
4 and 3 
Ratlngi 


Conblned 
3 and 2 
Ratings 


1. Expressing Feeling 

2, Giving Inforiatlon 

3. Promocing Idias 

4, Entertainlni 


27.41 
30.71 
26.11 
28,41 


76.6I 
74,01 
76.41 
74.71 


AVERAGE 


28.21 


75,41 


*RaCingsi 4i Excgllent 



3: Good 
2i Fair 
1: Poor 

Oi Not Scorabli (holistlcally as 

well as for traits) 
X-, Not Scorabli (hoUaticaUy) 
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• Overall state avirages for all four objectlvei ware 
not very differint froi one anocherj indicating that 
students in gradii 4, 8, and 11 perforBed about the 
same for each of the four objectives. This overall 
finding indicates that all four objictives are taught 
in our schools although the iiphasls In the fourth 
grade seeis to be on giving Informtlon. However, 
the fact that only 301 of the papers were rated 
"excellent" and "good" indicitis that there la a 
need for soie lodiflcation in current inatructlonal 
practlcei in writing. 



I There were very few papirs that were unscorable 
(rating 0) becausi they were illegible or inconipre- 
henslble or containid little or no writing. The 
total nuiber of 0 papers was ten (out of 5,873 
papirs) . 

I 2.61 of the papirs were not scorible holistlcally 
bicause the authori did not write on the assigned 
topics or deviated larkidly from the directions 
provided. (Thesi are papers rated X. They wire 
icoridi however, for Individual traits.) Entertain- 
ing, objftctlvi 4, riciived the iost X scons. 

• The larpst nuiber of pipfirs (50,01) for all four 
objectives were given a rating of "fair" which 
indicates that the quiUtiis Identified as luportant 
for a particular writing objectivi win prisent 
although then were weaknesses and probleis which 
ditrictid froi the effictlveness of thi writing, 
The fact that a large pircinti|e of pipers was rated 
"fair" (ritlng 2) nay indicata that audience, in 
addition to iltt, is not stressed iufficiently. The 
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Percentiles of 
Conibined Scorei 



(4 and 3 Ratings) 


Grade 


Percintage 


4 

a 


19.41 


11 


29,81 
35.41 



I 

y 
Ui 
I 



Pircentagi of CombiMd Scores 
(4 and 3 Ratings) for Objectives 



Ibjictlve 


Grade 4 


Grade 8 


Grade 11 


li EKpragslng • 
Feeling 


11.3^ 


30.21 


40.91 


2, Giving 
Infornation 


33,11 


27 JI 


31,31 


3. Proffloting 
Ideal 


16.51 


llJl 


34-. 31 


4. Entirtainini 


16. ai 


33,71 


34.91 



o 5o 
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second largist nuniber of papers (25.41) were given a 
rating of "good," 

• Slightly less than a fifth (19,01) of the papirs wire 
ritid "poor" (rating 1). Papers raced "poor" generally 
diapliytd such wiakneisis as unawareness of audience, 
lack of unity, lack of Imagination, tritt language, 

and dlstrictini errors in the conventions of writing 
(spelling, punctuatlonj and capitalization). 

• A very sinall percentagi (2.81) of the papers was rated 
4, "excellent." This is due to the fact that papers 
were rated againit an ideal standard, not on a curve, 
These papers win outstanding in all respects; they 
showed an iwareness of purpose and audience and were 
clear, coherent, and effective, 

I A large lajorlty of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (75.41). This indicates that the writing 
of fflost studints ean be eonsiderid "fair" or ''good." 
The potential for better writing is definitely prssent, 
Moreovar, the fact that the nurBbir of 0 papers was very 
ilnlDial ilso indicates that students iri ibli to 
coiiunicate at least soini of their ideag in writing. 
The scorers gbiervad that students did very little 
revlslni and idlting, The first draft, In most 
instancis, wis thi final produet. 

• Thi pircintap of Bcores for the eoBblned 4 and 3 
ratings for all four objictivis eoibinid Incrsasid 
froa gridg to gradi (iradis 4 to 8 to U). This 
pOBitlve trend is encouriging and indieates thi 
infiuence of laturit; , broader expirience, and 
instruction. 

I The pircintagi icoras for the combinid 4 and 3 ratings 
for iach of the four objectives conBidsrid siparately 
Increasid froi gradi to gradi for three of the four 
objictivis, The objectivi for which scoris did not 
coniiitintly iiprove froi grade to grade was giving 
inforaition (there was i drop 1q scoris from iridis 
four to eight) . Thi diclini in scores for iride ii|ht 
was undoubtidly due to the wiaknissis in the asseisient 
item itself, 

56 



TRAIT SCORES 



Results 



Analysis and Interpretation 



Percentage of Scoreg for Each Rating 



I 
I 



wDjiGtlVSB 






I 


1 


Pi EKprasilvanass 


3,01 


29.81 


53,41 


13.81 


Qi QyiitiX 




^ E Iff/ 


49,21 


12,31 


Ti mc 




40,01 


41,61 


12.11 


nRTPfTTUP i7 

UB J CLi 1 i V p If i 










ti urganizicion 






'^1 '38/ 

J 1.31 


hM 


HQ 1 £31 f f« ri 


A 1'/ 




mul 


is, jI 


flHlFrTTVF ill 


JO. //i 




ibiW 




WDu Liwi 1 y Ci It J 


7.31 


45.61 






ruiiLiun 
P: Tone 


3.41 


23.31 


64,31 




P: Organization 




23.11 


53.91 




P* Ilea f\f Qiif^nnv't'- 

fi u&e or DupporL" 


2.5! 


21.41 




24,11 


in| iniorfflatlon 












Audlenca * 








Yea 


No 


A 
t 






37.41 


MM 


24,81 




OBJECTIVE 14 










P: Invinclon of 


16.0^ 


38,81 


42.11 


13.01 


Struccufi 










Pi Invention of 


4.41 


27 


53.31 


is.ois 


Details 










Pj Wordlni 


6.01 


16.7^ 


68.81 


12.31 


AVEMGE 


B.ll 


32.01 


47.11 


12.81 



*Although audltnci is an inportint conBldiration 
for all four objectives of writing, ludlence as 
a trilt WIS scorid for objietivi 3 for the purposi 

ERiC; 



ithering spfciflc Inforiiatlon rilitid to 



iSscg awareniis. 



I The trait with the greatest number of 4 and 3 scores 
WIS ipslllng (78.31), followed by organiiation based 
on chronological order (62,11 scored for objective 2). 
The trait with tlie siallest nunber of 4 and 3 acores 
was wording (22. ?|). 

I Traits were categorized according to thsir relative 
iiBportanci as primiryp secondary, tertiary, The 
tertiary traits reciived thp greatest nunber of 4 and 

3 scores (62.01), followed by the secondary (38,41) 
and priiary (35.51) traits. The relatively better 
perforraance on tertiary traits Indieates the effect 
of instructional eiphails, 

I A conparlson of the averige pircentage for each 
rating (for all thirteen traits) showe that the 
largest percentage of papers was rated 2 (47.11). 
This Indicatis that the level of attalnient of the 
traitiwai "fair," although there wiri lipaag which 
interfered with comunicatlen. 

• A cottpariion of the trait and holistic scores 
Indlcatis that trait scores wen better than 
holistic scoris, Whin the avirage pircintages d. the 

4 and 3 ratings on traits win coniblned, ths pircint- 
age of papirs .totilid 40.11 (as coiparsd with the 
28,21 rated 4 and 3 holistically) . 

• 37,41 of the pipirs specif Icilly addriasad the |lvin 
iudlinci in proioting Idiai, but 37.81 fallid to do 
so, Scorers ware unabli to deterilne whether pipers 
addrissid an audience for 24,81 of the papers--ill 
in the eleventh grade. 

• Students did better In organlgini papers basid on 
chronological ordir (requirid in giving Information) 
t"; . orginiiing papers based on logical order 
(required in proiotlng idiis). 
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Ranking of Traits and Percfintaie of Papers for 
Priniaryj Seeondary, and Tertiary Traits 
for Coinbined 4 and 3 Scores 



I 



Ranking of rraits 
(High to Low) 


3 h 4 




seconQary 


Tartiarv 


1* Spellini 








/Q. j/g 


2. Orpnlzatlnn 
(oblective ill) 


62.11 


6241 






3. Clearly Stated 
Position 


5'^. 11 








4. PC&C 


45 81 








5. Invintion of 
Structure 


44 SI 








6* Syntax 










h CoDpletenese/ 
Rilivanci 




34,51 








1? 8? 


iO/o 






9* Invention of 
Ditaila 


31JI 


3L7I 






10* Organization 
(objectivi 13) 










11, Tone 


26, ?| 


26.71 






12. Use of SupporEing 
Inf oriatlon 


23.91 


23,91 






13. Wording 


22,71 


22,71 






AVERAGE 




35.51 


38.41 


62,01 



* Students acored lowest on wording (22,71). Because 
this trait is related to r'ntertaining (objective 4), 
the low score lay indicate a lack of developient in 
iMgery and a lack oa experiinci with figurative 
language, It lay also indicate a lack of experience 
with fflultiple ieaninga, a narrow range of vocabulary, 
or inability to vary words and expressions to flc 
aiffl and audlenct. 

• The gineral indication is that students linprove in 
tiieir traits froni grade to grade. The decreaie of 
iKcellent papers in grade eleven, howeviri should be 
of concern. 
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Ratings 


Grade 


4 


3 


2 


1 


4 


6.01 


26.01 


54.01 


14.01 


8 


10.21 


32.41 


45. n 


12.31 


11 


7.61 


37. M 


42.61 


11.9i 
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Instructional Implications 



L All four purpoies of writing should be taught baginning In the iirly gradei and cgntinuing chrough 
high echooL During grades 9-12 , speclillzid coursis focusing on specific pUTposas should be 
offeridi These courses should be planned within the school's coiprihenslvi frafflework of wrltini 
based on the assessed needs of studentai 

2» Wrlcing activities should hi based on studant intirist and axpariinci, and assignfflents ihould be 
related to tha studants' axperiince. 

3* The conmunicatlon function of writtni should bi iiphaiiEid--audlinci and purpose should be stressid* 

4. Each step of the writing process should ba emphasized: 

a* Pre-writing'^-^ffiotlvating itudentgi allowing for dlscuision of the topic ^ providing for the 
generation of ideas, etc. 

b, Writing—providing an overall structure, selecting dstills and words ^ iaincaining unity and 



c, Revising— receiving feedbackj flaking iiprovemsntSs tiSElng clarity of cooiunieationi etc. 

d, Rewrlting=-uslng ippropriate foMs laflguagej etc* 
ii Editing--chicklng for corractnaii* 

5. Thinking should ba deliberately taught as a pre-requlsiti to good writing, and the diffirint levils 
of thinking should bi addressid. 

6, Writing should be Intigratid in all languagi art coursii (with oral coiaiinleation, riadlng, literature 
and language study}^ and it should be practiced in coursis such as social studleSi science, and healths 

h Students should be given frequent writing assignnentSi and holistic evaluation should be used by both 
tiachir and studen£i--not only to expedite evaluation but also to ascertain how well the piper fulfills 



QQ 



coherence, itCi 



its purpDsei 
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n. CENTRAL DISTRICT 
Results, Analysis and Intarpretation, and Instructional Iiiplicatlong 
of Central District Holistic and Trait Scoris 

GRADE FOUR 
HOLISnc" SCORIS 



Results 



jefCMtage of Scorgs for Each Utim 

Ratinp* 



Ubjectivei 


k 


3 


. 2 


1 


0 


x" 


1. Expressing 
Feeling 


m 


16.7! 


55.11 






2.61 


2. Giving 
Information 


5. 11 


34.61 


50.01 




0.01 


1.31 


3, Pronioting 
Ideas 

i Entertaining 


L2I 
1.3! 


28.81 
19.2! 


52.61 


27.51 
21.81 


0,01 
0.01 


1.21 
5.11 


AVERAGE 


2.21 


24.81 


49.71 


- - - I 

20.71 


O.OI 


2,61 



Percentage of Scores Mhsn Combined 



Objectives 


Gofflblned 
4 and 3 
Ratings 


Combined 
3 and 2 
Ratings 


1. Expressing Feeling 


la.oi 


71.81 


2. Giving Inforinatlon 


39.71 


34.61 


3. Proioting Ideaa 


30.01 


70.01 


4. Entertaining 


20.51 


71.81 


AVERAGE 


27.01 


74.51 



*Ratlngsi 4: Excellent 

3: Good 

2: Fair 

l! Poor 

0: Not Scorabli (holistically ai 

well as for traits) 

X: Not Scorable (holistically) 

EMC^ 



Analysis and Interpretation 

I The scorei for the four objectives varied, indicating that 
all four objectivis are not consistently taught. 

• Students perfomed best in giving Inforiation, objective 2 
(as indicated by the conibined scores of ''eKcellent" and 
"good"), and poorest In expressing feeUngs, objective 1. 
Um& reasons for the relatively high scores on objective 2 
may be that (1) the item was one that students could easily 
relace to because of the comonallty of the expirience 
(Mking a peanut butter-jelly sandwich); (2) the task of 
providing infornation focuses on the fflissap (or reality) 
that already existi-that is, students need not necessarily 
generate or create ideal as in, for exanpli, intertalning 
and proiiQtlng ideas; (3) the Hawaii English Prograin (HEP) 
-ncludes practice In giving directions; "and (4) the think- 
ing dejiands were sliple (ricaU detaili, steps, procedure) 
as coiparid with thinking diiands for the other objectivis, 

I There were no papari that wire unscorabli (riting 0) beciuse 
they were Illegible or incomprehensibli or contained littlt 
or no writing. 

• 2,61 of the piperi were not scorable hoUitlcally 
bicause the authors did not wrlti on the assigned topics 
or deviated Mrkedly from the dlrictiona providid. (Thise 
are paperi rated X. They were scored, howiver, for 
individual triits.) Entertaining, objective 4, received 
the lost X icorea. 



# The largest number of papers (49,7%) for all four objec-- 
ttves were given a rating of '^falr,-- which indicates 
that the qualities identified as important for a particu- 
lar writing objective were present although there were 
weaknesses and problems which detracted from the effect- 
iveness of the writing. The fact that a large percentage 
of papers (49,7%) was rated "fair" (rating 2) may indicate 
that audience, in addition to almj is not streesed 
sufficiently. 

m Slightly less Chan a fourth (20,7%) of the papers ware 
rated **poor" (rating 1), Papers rated "poor" generally 
displayed such weaknesses as unawareness of audiences 
lack of unity, lack of imagination^ trite language , and 
distracting errors in the conventions of writing (spelling, 
punctuat on 4 and capitaliEation) , 

# A very small percentage (2,2%) of the papers was rated 4, 
"excellent." This is due to the fact that papers were 
rated against an ideal standard , not on a curve* These 
papers were outstanding in all respects; they showed an 
awareness of purpose and audience and were clear, coherent , 
and effective* 

# A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 cate- 
gories (74,5%). This indicates that the writing of most 
students can be considered "fair" or "good*" The poten- 
tial for better writing Is definitely present* Moreover, 
the fact chat there were no Eero papers Indicates that 
students are able to conmunicate at least some of their 
ideas in writing* The scorers observed that students did 
very little revising and editing, ^e first drafts in 
most instances, was the final product* 



TRAIT SCORES 



Heaults 



Percencip of 


Scorei 


5 for Each R. 


itine 


Obiectivis 


4 


3 


2 


1 


OBJECTIVE 1*1 










P; Expriislveness 


1.3^ 


14.31 


59.2? 


£ 25.01 


b: Syntax 


1.31 


26:31 


61.81 


[ 10.51 


T: PC & C 


3.3^ 


35.51 


51.3^ 




OBJECTIVE It 










Pi Organliatlon 


18.21 


58.21 


18.21 


3.21 


P; Completeness/ 
Relevance 


ii.n 


29.91 


49,41 


9,11 


T: Spelling 


31.21 


46.81 


13.61 


6.51 


UBJEiLiiVE, i/J 










Pi Clearly StaEed 


6.31 


45.61 




8,91 


Position 










P: Toni 


1.31 


16,41 




hbfi 


Pi Organization 


1.31 


17, ?l 


64.61 


16.41 


P: Use of Support- 


3,81 


26.61 


4D.3I 


29.11 


mg inioniiitior 












Audignce' 








Yii 


No 








Sl.OI 


19.0^ 






OBJECTIVE l4 










Pi Invintion of 


in 


29JI 


48.61 


18.91 


Structure 










Pi Invintion of 




21.61 


56.8^ 


llM 


Details 










P: Wording 


0.01 


9.51 


IIM 


13.51 


AVERAGE 


6.91 


29. U 


30.51 


13,61 



*Alchough audiinci is an iBiportant coniidiration for 
all four objietivii of writini. ludiince is i trait 
m scorid for objictlve 3 for tha purpose of gathe 
specific infofiition related to audienci awareness. 

ERIC 



Analysis and Interpretation 

I The trait with the |reatest nuniber of 4 and 3 seorei for 
the fourth gradirs wis spelling (?8I), followid by 
organizition bisid on chronological ordir (76.41, scorid 
for objective 2). The trait with the iiillist nuibir of 
4 and 3 icons was wording (9.51). 

• Traits weri citegoriged accordin| to their relative 
ifflportinci as priisary, secondiry, tertliry. The tertiary 
traits received the greatist nunibir of 4 and 3 scorei 
(67.41), followed by the prliary (32.01) and iecondary 
(27,61) traits. The rslatlvely better perfonnanci on 
tertiary traits indicates the effect of inatructional 
enphasls. 

• A comparison of the avirap percentagei for each mtlng 
(for all 13 traits) shows that the largist percintagi of 
papirs was ratid 2 (50.51). This indicates that thi 
level of attainfflent of the traits was "fair," al though 
Ehire'^wire lapses which Intirfirred with eoMunicatlon. 

• A comparist of the trait and holiitic ieoris indicates 
that trait scoris were better than holistic aeores. 
When the average pircintigis of the 4 and 3 ratings on 
traiti were coiblnid, the pereentagi of papara totilid 
36.01 (as cdipared with thi 271 rated 4 and 3 
holistically), 

• 81.01 of the papers specif Icilly addriiied the given 
audlinci in proiotlng ideas, but 19.0^ failid to do so. 

• Students did bitter in otganizing papira based on ehrono- 
logical order (required in giving inforiatlon) than In 
organiilni papers biSid on logical order (riquirid in 
proffloting ideas). 



Rinking of Traiti and Percentage of Pipers for 
Priniaryi Sicondary^ and Tertiary Traits 
for Conibinid k and 3 Scores 



Ranking of Traits 
(High to Low) 


3 k k 
Scores 


Primary 


Secondary 


Tertiary 


1. Spalllng 








78,01 


2. Organization 

(obj, m 




76.41 






3. PC & C 


56.81 






56.81 


4* Claarly Stated 
Position 


51.91 


51,91 






5, Coipleteneis/ 
Relevance 


41.6! 


41.61 






6, Invention of 
Structure 


32,41 


32.41 






7. Use of Support- 
ing InforMtion 


30.41 


30.41 






8. Syntax 


27.61 




IIM 




9. Invention of 
Details 


25.71 


23.7^ 






0* Organization 
(obj, 13) 


19 (\t 








[1. Tone 


17,71 


17.71 






.2. Exprissiveness 


15.81 


15. er. 






.3. Wording 


9.51 


9.51 










32.01 


IIM 





• Students scored lowait on wording (9. SI). Because the 
trait is related to entertaining (objective 4), the 
low scon inay indicate a lack of divelopment in iraagety 
and a lack of experience with figurativi languigi. It 
mi also indiQati a lack of eiqpirience with luitiple 
meanings, a narrow range of vocabulary, or inability to 
vary words and ej^rissions to fit m and audience. 

• Students were rilativsly weak in syntax; only 27.51 
of the papers scored for objective 1 wire ritid 4 and 
3 for syntax. 
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■ ^ --"^^u. u.., 

«« vivid, ptecue, .pptoprUte. 

' » ''^ - ^ -'»t-t ton. a co.Ut.t pol« of ,fe», „d 

c. Planning papers based on logkal ordir. 

^ ' ^''"'"^ - - '.."N .for... . „l.a« a„d ....f., 

(holistic evaluation), * ^ - P'^^"'"^ coneldiraEion to the whole plice of writing 
10. Studints should bi liven ooDortiiniHa. ^« 

sentence Isngths, '^"J^tl'^^- Phrases, and clauses), and using various 
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Risultsj Analysis and Intirpratation, ind Initructionil Implications 
of Cantral District Holistic and Trait Scorei 



GRADE EIGHT 
HOLISTIC BCORES 



Reiulti 



Analysis and IntarpreEation 



Fercentagg gf Scoras^or Each Rating 





Ratings* 




k 


3 


2 


1 




X 


1. ExpriSslng 
Feeling 


O.OI 


30. ?l 


52.01 


17.31 


0,01 


0.01 


2. Giving 
Inforniation 


5.01 


17.52 


47.51 


27.51 


1.31 


1.31 


3. Proinoting 
Ideas 


1.31 


30.81 


50,01 


17,92 


0.01 


0.01 


4i Enttrtal'ung 


5,21 


39.01 


37.71 


16.91 


0.01 


1.31 
















2.91 


29,51 


46.81 


19,91 


0.31 


0.71 



Percentage of Scons When Coi 


?lned 




Coiblned 
4 and 3 


Coibined 
4 and 3 


Objectives 


Ratings 


Ratln|s^ 


1. Expressing Filling 

2. Giving Infotiatlon 


30.71 
22.51 


82,71 
65.01 


3. Promoting Idias 


32.11 


88.21 


4. Entertaining 


44.21 


82.91 


AVERAGE 


32,41 


82.91 



*Ratingsi 4; Excellent 

3: Good 

2i Fair 

1: Poor 

0: Not Scoribli (holiitically as 

Will as for traits) 

,X: Not Scorabli (holistlcilly) 



• Students perfonid bist in proffloting ideal, objictive 3 
(as indicited by the eoiblned scores of "ixcellent" and 
"good"), and poorgit in giving infonacion, objictive 2. 

• Scows for thi eighth iradirs for objactivi 2, providing 
infoniation, wife lowir than those for fourth graders, 
This is lost probably dui to the wiiknassis of the 
iseessaent Itei itself. Scorers all agreed that the 
Infowtion provided was not sufficient; moreover, 
itudenti in the eighth grade are not viry faiillar with 
driving and thus were unibli to discribe an iccidant 

cl 



I Thsri were very few papers (OJ^) that were unscorable 
(ritlng 0) becauil they win Illegible or incofflprehinsl- 
bis or Mntalned little or no wtltlng. Giving Infortta- 
tion, objictlvi 2, wis the only objictive for which there 
wsri any 0 scqres, 

• Liss than one per cent (0.71) of the papirs were not 
scorible holistlcilly biciusi the authors did not write 
on thi assigned topics or diviatid markidly from the 
dlrictioiis provididi (Thisi an papers rated X, They 
win icoridj howevir, for Individual traits,) Only 
objictivi 2, giving inforiitlon, and objectivi 4, 
sntertaining, received X icons . 
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• The largest numbar of papers (46,8%) for all four objec- 
tives were given a rating of "fair," which indicates that 
the qualities identified as Important for a particular 
writing objective were prosent although there were weak- 
nesses and problems which detracted from the effective- 
ness of the writing. The fact that almost half of the 
papers were rated "fair" may indicate that audience, in 
addition to aim, is not stressed sufficiently. 

• As compared with the fourth grade scores, the percentage 
of upper scores (4 and 3) for the eighth grade increased 
from 27.0% (grade 4) to 32*4% (grade 8) . 

Moreover, fewer papers (19.9%) were rated "poor'* as 
compared with the fourth grade (20.7%), indicating a very 
small improvement. However, some of the weakneseea 
evidenced by fourth graders still persisted: unawareness 
of audience, lack of vivid use of language and details, 
and use of Incorrect Information and weak supporting 
evidence. 

A very small percentage (2.9%) of the papers was rated 4, 
"excellent." This is due to the fact that papers were 
rated against an ideal standard, not on a curve. These 
papers were outstanding in all respects | they showed an 
awareness of purpose and audience and were clear, coherent, 
and effective. 

A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 catego- 
ries (82. 9%), This indicates that the writing of most 
students can be considered "fair" or "good," Thm potentla 
for batter writing Is definitely present. Itoreover, the 
fact that the ni^ar of 0 papers was very minimal also 
Indicates that students are able to communlcaf-^ at least 
some of their ideas in writing. Tlie scorers ouserved that 
students did very little revising and editing. The first 
draft. In most Instances, was the final product. 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Results 



Percentage of Scores for Each Rating 





Ratings* 


Objactivis 


4 


3 


2 


1 


OBJECTIVE ll 










Pi ExpregslviQisi 


1.4 


40.5 


44.6 


13.5 


bynlix 


4.1 


32.^ 


52,? 


10.9 


L i f L yi b 


8.1 


28.4 


54,1 


9.5 


OBJECTIVE IT 










P: Organizacion 


23,1 


44,8 


28.2 


3.8 


P: Gofflplitensss/ 
Rilevanca 


1.7 


11.9 


50.0 


24.4 




'46.2 


32.1 


1?.9 


3,8 


OBJECTIVE 13 










Pi Clair ly Stated 


5.1 


56.4 


32.1 


6,4 


rUbiLiOIl 










P: Tom 


2.6 


19.2 


?L8 


6.4 


Pi Organliation 


6,4 


30,8 


39.7 


23.1 


P: Usa of Suppor. 


1 


26,9 


48,7 


19.2 


lag Infonnation 












Audience* 


— --^ 




Yes 




? 

i 






16.] 


m 






OBJECTIVE 14 










Pi Invention o- 


37.1 


46.1 


27.6 


9.2 


Structure 










P? Invention of 


5.3 


44.? 


42,1 


7.9 


Details 










Pi Wording 


2.6 


22.4 


65.8 


9,2 


AVERAGE 


10.4 


34.0 


44.3 


11.3 



*Althou|h audlincs Is an inpflrtant eonsideration 
for all four objictivis of writing, audienci as a 
trait WIS scored for objictive 3 for ths purpose of 
"d''7^ng specific inforaation rilatid to audlinci 



Analyils and Intirpretation 

• The trait with thi greatast numbir of 4 and 3 iceres for 
the eighth graders was ipelling (78, 31), followid by 
orpnlzition basid on choronological order (67,91, seorsd 
for objictlvi 2), The trait with the iMllest nrtir of 
4 and 3 scorgg wai tone {IIM). 

I Traits weri catagoriied according to their relitive 
iiportance as prliiry, secondary, tertiiry, The tirtlary 
traits recaived the griatisc nttf^er of 4 and 3 scores 
(57,41), followad by thi prtairy (42,61) and iicondiry 
(36,51) trilts. Thi relitivily bittir perfoniinci on 
tertiary traits Indlcitis thi iffiet of instructionil 
emphasis . 

I A cooparison of the iverap pircintigi for each rating 
(for ill 13 trilts) shows that the lirgist percentage of 
pipers was rated 2 (44,31). This iadlcatss that ths livil 
of attilniint of the traits was "fair," althou^ there 
wiri lapses which intirfered with comiaicatiop, 

• A coiparlson of the trait ind holistic scores Indicatss 
that trait scoris were better than holistic scores. When 
the avirage percenta|is of the 4 and 3 ratings on traits 
were coiblnedi the percentage of papers totaled 44.41 

(as eompared with the 32.41 ratad 4 and 3 holiitically) . 

• 16,71 of the pipirs specifically addrissid the givin 
audienci in proioting idias, but 83,31 fallid to do so. 

I Studints did bittir in organizing papiri based on ehrono- 
lo|icil order (requlrid in living Inforiition) thin in 
organiilng pipers bisid on logical order (riqulred in 
proBOting Ideii) , This finding seeii to bi directly 
rslatid to the data obtained teaehiri about current 
practicii in writini instruction which indicitid that 
the relationship betwien writing and thlnkiflg Is not 
conslitently eiphasized, 



Ranking of Traits and Pereentap of Papirs for 
Prioary, Secondaryi and Tertiary Traits 
for Combined 4 and 3 Scoras 



Ranking of Traits 
(High to Low) 

i. Spelling 



2. Organization 
(obj. 12) 

3. Invention of 
jtructure 

4. Claarly Stated 
Position 

5. Invention of 
Detaili 



3"^ 4 
Scores 




6. EKpressivenasg 

h Organization 
(obj. 13) 

8. Syntax 



10. Use of Support- 
ine Informactnn 



11. CoDipletiness/ 
Relivince 



63.21 



61,5^ 



30.01 



Priinary Secmdarv 



63,21 



61.51 



50.01 





25.61 



25.61 




AVERAGE 44,41 



42.6? 



Terti^i 



36,51 



5?.4| 



• Studfints scorid lowest on toni (21 JI). Because this 
trilt ii related to proaoting idiag (objective 3), th 
low acore may Indicate confusion over the intended 
audience (friends md cliiiinates, not the Dipartment 
of Education), Only 16.?| iddmaed the corrict 
audlince; therefore, the torn My hive been inappro- 
priate for the iudienci, 
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I nstructional Implications 

1, Writing instfuction should provide for the divelopment of creativity and use of imagination. 

2, Students should be provided instruction in the use of vivid language and figures of Bpeech. 

3, The entire process of writing should be gysternitically taught: pre-writing, writing, revising, rewriting, 
and editing, 

4, The Hawaii English Program, Secondiry, should be used where appropriate, e.g., crafting units, 

5, Form (report writing, paragraphing) should be tiught, 

6, Writing for the various purpoMs and various audiences should be Integrated in all English CQurses as well 
as in other courses such as social studias, science, and health. 

7, Initially, writing should be based on student interest and experiences. 

I 8. The primary traits should be systeniaticaliy taught in relation to the four purposes of writing, 
□ 

9, Thinking skills should be consistently taught in relation to writing, sspeciilly in organizing pipers, 
deterniining supporting evidence, and selecting details. Thinking skills should be erophasized in relation 
to purpose and audience, 

10. Traits should bl tiught in relation to the whole piece of writing, not in isolation, 

11, A variety of resources should be used to improva and ixpand upon the use of words i literature, oral 
istivitias, rsal life eKperiincea, sinsory activities, etc, 



Results. Analysis a.d InU-rpretatinn, and I„.tru,tion.l I.plicotions 
"f Central District Holistic aiid Tnili: Scores ' " 
f'HADE ELEVEN 
HOUSTIC SCORES 



--.-.M^Mt'ige of Scor 


es for 


Each 


Racing 


j)l)jectivtiS 




Ra 


cings* 








1 
J 


1 9 


1 


oT x " 


I. Expressing 
Feeling 


6,91 




45Jl 




O.O'i'O.O^' 


2. C'iving 
In format ion 


l.kl 


29.41 


47.11 


16.22 


O.OI 0 0! 

1 


3. Proraoting j 
Ideas 


IM 


1 
i 


41.21 


4.4% 


1 

0.01 0.01 


4. Entertaining ' 


1 n 

1 

1 


40.8?;: 

1 


42,11 


7.9! 


0.0? i,yf 


AVERAfiE 

1 


IM 


39.4|i 

i 


44. 1| 


] 


0,0| 0.31 



Percenta ge of Scores When Combined 

j Cofflbined \ Coiblned 
4 and 3 '3 and 2 
Ratings Ratings 



Objectives 



1. Expressing Fielini ^ 47,11 36,01 

2. Giving Inforiatlon' 36,81 76.51 

3. Proioting Ideas 54,41 . 88.21 

4. Entartalning 48,7^ 82.91 



AVERAGE 



46.8°^ 



83.51 



*Ratln|s: 4; EKCellent 

3: Good 

h Filr 

li Poor 

0: Not Swrable (holistlcally as well 

IS for traits) 

K; Not Scorable (hollstically) 



Mii' '''iljn£^2nter£reta t ion 

• Studenta perfomd hm in promoting ideas, obkctlve 3 

une reason for the relatively high scores on oblective 1 

-Ha that the ite„ was ona that the studant 

relate to bacausi of rha familiarity of the topfc " 

' f^m^ ^"'""^ this 
score 54,4 ) was not very different froi the score for' 

- oth,r t ree objectives. The homogeneity of t f 
^om.^ be attributsd to the continued 1 struc o 
amphasia on all four objectives in high school 

• Wers that ware uns.rable (rating 0) because 
or lo writ ' " ^"=°"P"hansible or containad little 



t ly 0.3^ of tha papers were not scorable holistkally 
ec usi the authors did n.t write on th. as.igne I'cs or 
eviatid .arkadly fro. tha directions provide fa 
pars ratad x. Thpara scored, howLr. for M L f 
tralti). Entertaining, objectiva 4, receivad ths nost X 

•Tha largest nurabar of papers (44.11) for all four obiactivis 
wif given a rating of "fair," which Indicatei tha 
q«a t^Hdantified aU»port.nt 
o^mm ware praiant although thera we e weaknasae 
- w^ich datraetad fro. the ^.^^T 

d rated tair (ratmi 2) aay indicate that audience in 
Mtm to ai,, is not stressed sufficiently; ' 
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# Slightly less than a tenth (B.9%) of the papers were rotd'd 
"poor" (ratLn^^ 1). These papcrH generally displayed such 
weaknesses as unawareness of audience, lack of unity, lack 
uf imagination, trite language, and distracting errors in 
the conventions of writing (spelling, punctuation, and 
capitalization) , 

V A small percentage (7*4%) of the papers was rated 4^ 
"excellent/' This is due to the fact that papers were 
rated against an ideal standard, not on a curve. These 
papers were outstanding in all respects; they showed an 
awareness of purpose and audience and were clearj coherent 
an d effective, 

m A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and J catego- 
ries (52,9%). This indicates that the writing of most 
students can be considered "ftiir" and "good*" The 
potential for better writing is definitely present* More- 
over, the fact that there were no 0 papers also Indicates 
that students are able to communicate at least some of 
their ideas in writing* Scorers observed that students 
did very little revising and editing. The first draft, 
in most instances, was the final product. 



P ercentage- of ScQras for Each Ratlfio 





Ratings 


Objectiveg 


4 


3 


2 




OBJECTIVE 11 


0 ' 








P: Express ivenass 

5. JYULdX 


O.J.: 


41.6/ 

43,0^ 


45.8/ 
41.6? 


4,ll 
8.31 


T: PC h C 




56.9/' 


26.3^ 


6.91 


OBJECTIVE 12 










P: Organldtlon 


16,2! 


44.11 


35, 3| 


4.4? 


P; CoinpktaQess/ 


5 Jl 


41,1^ 


38. 2^ 


14. ?| 


T: Spelling 
OBJECTIVE 13 


lilt 


3?.4l 


14, J| 




r. Lieariy btated 

rygltl-UQ 




51.51 


23.51 


1,51 


P* Tnns 


1L8a 


51.31 


35.81 


O.OI 


r, urginizaLion 


13.25: 


50.0! 


35,31 


1.5! 


P: Use of Support- 


IM 


36 j: 


50.0^ 


5.91 


ing InfoiMtion 












M 


iince* 






Yes 


Ho " 


9 






14. rr 


13,2^ 


IIM 




OBJECTIVE 14 










Pi Invention of 




49,31 


30. K 


Si 












P: Invention of 


10, ?l 


w.o i 


45,31 


4.01 


DeEails 




i 






P: Wording 




32.0 |l 


5I.I 


4.01 


AVERAGE 


12,01 i 






5.21 



*Although audiinct is an iBportant considiratlon 
for all four objectivis of writing, audience iS 
a triit m scorid for objictivi 3 for the 
purpose of gathering specific inforBation 
related to ludiswe awareneia. 
ERIC S'l 



TRAIT SCORES 

Analysis and Interpretati on 

• The trait with the gr.atest nuiber ai 4 and 3 scores for 
the eleventh graders wae spelling (?9,5I), followed by" 
clearly stated position (75.01). The trait with the 
SMllest nuiber of 4 and 3 scores was wording (38.71). 
The high score on spelling indicates the effect of 
instructional emphasis on this trait. It lay also indicate 
that students find security in resorting to conmon, easy- 
to-spell words. The low score on wcrdlng indicates that 
students lack the necessary vocabulary to coiiunicate 
effectively to a variety of audiences to acconiplish 
different purposes, 

9 Traits were cate|orizid according to their rilative impot- 
tance as primary, secondary, tertiary. The tertiary 
traits received the griatest nuisbet of 4 and 3 scores 
(73.11), followed by the priiary (55.51) and the secondary 
(49,91) traits. The relatively better performnce on 
tirtlary traits indicates the effect of Instructional 
eraphagls, 

• A comparison of the average pircentage for each rating 
(for all 13 traits) shows that the largest percentage of 
papers was rated 3 (45.81). This indicates that the level 
of attainmant of the traits was "good," although thtre 
were lapses which interfered with Gomunlcation, 

f A coiparison of the trait . ..d holistic scores indicates 
that trait scores were better than holistic scores . 
When the average percintagis of the 4 and 3 scores on 
traits were combined, the percentage of paperi totaled 
57.8 (as compared with the 46,81 rated 4 and 3 holisti- 
cally) . 

I 14,71 of the papers specifically addressed the given 
audience in promoting ideas, but 13,21 failed to do so, 
Scorirs were unable to deterniine whether papirs addreiigd 
an audience for 72,01 of the papers; these papers assumed 
that the reader knew who the audience was and did not 
explicitly or even iipllcitly Indicate an audienci. 

So 



; of TriitB and Percentage of Papers for 
Priniary, Secondary, and TarClary Traits 
far Coinbined 4 and 3 SmuB 



^ankiiig of iraits 
(High to Low) 



1. Spelling 



2, Clearly Stated 
Position 



3, PC K 



4. 



5, Organization 
(obj. 13) 



bi Invention of 
Structure 



TIT 
Scores 



75, OX 



66,61 



63.31 



63.21 



62.61 



?, Organisation 
(obj. 12) 

8* Invention of 
Details 



60.31 



Secondary 



?5, 



63. 



63.21 



62. 



60.31 



50.71 



9. ExpressiveneF.s i 49.91 



10. Syntax 



11. Conpletenass/ 
Relevanee 



50.71 



1.91 



47.01 47,01 



12, Use of 

Supporting 44.21 ! 44.21 
Infoiiation 



13, Wording 



38,71 38,71 



55.51 



79,51 



49,9! : 73.11 



• StiidenEs did better in organizing papers based on 
chronoldglcal order (required in giving infoririation) than 
in organizing papers based on logical order (required in 
promoting idoy) . 

• Students scored Inwast on wording (38.7^), Because the 
crait is related to entErtalning (objective 4), the low 
score lay indicate a lack of development in imgery and 
a lack of experience with figurative language, It may 
also indicate a lack of experience with multiple leanings, 
a narrow range of vocabulary, or inability to vary words 
and expressions to fit a J i and audiince. 



IiistructlQnal Implic a tions 



1.. ConEinui'cl einphaHis Hhoiild be given to writing for aini and audience, As much as possible, a real audience should 
by addrt^HSiid, 

2, liiBEructlonaL tinie should be set aside for pre-wriEing activities. These activities should provide an opportunity 
for gtudentk? to axainine their own feelings j shara their ideas j ano earn through group dynainics how to cQininunlcata 
cltiarly and effectivily. Planning a paper should also be an linportant focus of pra-writlng activities. 

3, All four purposes should be taught in neanlngful situations, 

4, Pr^^-'^iry traits should be emphaeiEed in relation tu each of the four purposes of writing. 

5, Til dug ghould be taught and encouraged; thinking as a pre-requisite to good writing should be eniphasigedi 

6, Traits should be taught in relation to the total dlBcourse, not in isolation, 

°i _ _ 

T h Emphasis should be placed on instruction in those traits in which the studants were found to be weakest: wording^ 
use of supporting infonnation, conipletaness and relevance, svntax, and expressivpneis. 
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iil. HAWAII DISTRICT 

Andy^lB and InEerpretatioT), and Instructional Iinplic; ions 
of Hawaii District Holistic and Trait Scores 

nRADimiR 

HOLISnG"sCORES 



PercentagG of ScQres for Each RaEin|^ 



ectives 



BKprefisln;! 



2« Giving 
Infnrnintion 

J. Promoting 
Idaaa 



4 



i Entertaining 



O.OI 
1.31 
111 
2.1% 



Ratln 



l.JI 



6.81 



32,91 
12.2! 



'Ml 



16.71 



59.51 

52.71 
37.81 



1 



49,71 



32.41 
14.51 
27,71 
28.4! 



25,31 



^^Jtrcent^agiof Scores When Gonibined 



Objectives 


Conbined 
4 and 3 
Ratlnp 


Coniblned 
3 and 2 
Ratings 


1. Expressing Feelings 




56.31 


2. Giving Infonnation 

3, Profliotlng Ideas 


u.n 


81.61 


4. Entertaining 


17.61 
14,91 


67.61 
50.01 


AVERAGE 


18.41 


63.91 



*Ritln|s: 4; Ixcellant 

3: Good 

2 1 Fair 

li Poor 

Oi Hot Scorible (hoUstically as 

well II for traits) 

X: Not ScoMble {holistlcally) 
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,01 



.01 



1.41 

2.6/. 

4.0! 

18.91 
6,71 



Analysis and IntBrpret atlon 

• The scores for the four objectives varied considerably, 
indicating that all four objectives are not consistently 
taught. 

• Students parformed best In giving inforfflation, objective 2 
(as indicated by the coinbined scores of "excellent" and 
"good"), and poorest in expressing feelings, objective L 
Boine reasons for the relatively high scores on obiective 2 
may be that (1) the item was one that students could easily 
relate to because of the comnonality of the experience 
(Mking a ppanut butter-jiUy sandwich); (2) of all four 
objectives, giving inforaation is iJiobably most emphasized 
in the early grades because of its ifflportance in daily 
life; (3) the task of providing infomiation focuses on 

the aesaage (or reality) that already exists-that is, 
students need not necessarily generate or create ideas 
as in, for eximpli, intirtaining and proiDoting ideas; and 
(4) the Hawaii English Prograi (HEP) includes practice in 
giving directions. 

I Tbire were no papers that were unicorable (rating 0) 
because they were lllegibk or Inconiprehenslbli or 
contilned little or no' writing, 

• 6.71 of the papers wire not scorable hollitically 
bicause the authors did not write on thi aisignid topics 
or deviated larkedly froB the directions provided, 
(These are papers rated I, They were scored, homm, 
for Individuil traits.) Entertaining, objectlvi 4, 
reciivid the most X icores. 



• The largest nuabir of papers (49.71) for all four objic- 
tives wire given a rating of "fair," which indicitei 
that the qualities identlflid as Iraportint for a par- 
ticular writing objective were presint although there 

91 



were weaknesses and problems which detrt. ted from the 
ef f ecCiveness of the writings The fact that large 
percencage of papers was rated "fair" may indicate 
that audience s in addition to aim, is not stressed 
suf f ic ient ly , 

# Over a fourth (25.3%) of the papers were rated "poor" 
(rating 1) . Papers rated "poor" generally diaplayed 
such weaknessea as unawareness of audience, lack of 
unity, lack of Imagination^ trite language, and 
distracting errore in the conventions of writing 
(spelling, punctuation, and capitalization) . 

# A very small percentage (1,7%) of the papers was rated 
4, "excellent." This Is due to the fact that papers 
was rated against an ideal standards not on a curve. 
These papers were outstanding in all respects; they 
showed an awareness of purpose and audience and were 
clear, coherent^ and effective, 

# A majority of papers were in the 2 and 3 categories 
(63.9%). This indicates that the writing of most 
students can be considered ^"f air" or "good . " The 
potential for better writing Is definitely present. 
Horeover, the fact that there were no 0 papers also 
indicates that students are able to communicate at 
least some of their ideas in writings The scorers 
observed that students did very little revising and 
editing. The first draft, in most Instances, was the 
final product. 
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TRMT SCORES 



Resulj s 

_Per cenca^e o f Scores for Each R^^^j^ 





4 


3 




1 


OBJECT TVE 










P : Ex p rt^ s s i veneh :^ 


0.02 


11,01 


65.8% 


23 Jf^ 


0' Syntax 


IJl 


24.71 


1 63, n?^ 








32.91 


47. 9?^ 


12.3% 


OBJECTIVE n 


1 








Organisation 


1 6.8% 


52,7% 


36.51 


4.0% 


P: Complecenuss/ 


8.11 


33.8% 


44.6% 


13.5% 


Relevance 










T: Spelling 


36. 5f^ 


40.5% 


16.2% 


6.8% 


OEJECTIVE //3 










P: Clearly Stated 


2.8% 


40.8% 


46.5% 


9.8% 










Pi Tone 


0.0% 


16.9% 


73.2% 


9.3% 


Organization 


0,0% 


IB. 3% 


70.4% 


11.3% 


Pi Use of Support- 


0.0? 


18.3% 


50.7% 


31.0% 


ing Information 










Audience* 








Yes 


No 








80.3% 


19,7% 






OBJECTIVE #4 










P* Invention of 


1.7% 


25.0% 


51.7% 


21.7% 


Structure 










Pi Invention of 


1.7% 


21.7% 


58.3% 


18.3% 


Details 








P: Wording 


0.0% 


11.7% ' 


78.3% ) 


10.0% 


AVERAGE 1 


5.2% 


26,8% 


_54a% 1 


14.0% 



Although audience is an important consideration 
for all four objectives of writing, audience as 
a trait was scored for objective 3 for the purpose 
of gathering specific information related to 
audience awareness. 



Analysis an d Interpreriitinn 

• The trait with the greatest number of 4 and i scores for 
the fourth graders was spelling (77,01). followed by 
orpnizatlon based on chronology cal order (59.5% 
scored for objective 2), The trait with tne' smailest 
number of 4 and 3 scores was expressiveness (.11,0%), 

• Traits were categorized according to> their relative 
importance as primary, secondary, tertiary. The ter- 
tiary traits received the greatest number of 4 and 3 
acores (58.4"), followed by the secondary (27,41) and 
tertiary (27, U) traits. The relatively better ' 
performancs on tertiary traits indicates the effect of 
inatructinnal emphanis. 

• A comparison of the asrerage percentage for each rating 
(for all thirteen traits) shows that the largest 
percentage of papers was rated 2 (54.1%). This indi- 
cates that the level of attaininent of the traits was 

fair," although there were lapses which Interfered 
with communication, 

• A comparison of the trait and holistic scores Indicates 
that trait scores were better than holistic scores 
When the average percentages of the 4 and 3 ratings on 
traits were combined, the percentages of papers toteled 
32.0 (as compared with the 18,4% rated 4 and 3 holls- 
tically) . 

• 80.31 of the papers specifically addressed the given 
audience in proniotlng ideas, but 19.7% failed to do so. 



on 



• Students did better in organlzlni papers based „„ 
chronological order (required In giving Information) 
than in organizing papers based on loslcal order 
(required in promoting ideas). 
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Ranking of Traits and Percentage of Papers 
for Primary, Secondary and Tertiary Traits 
for Combined 4 and 3 Scores 



Ranking of Traits 
(Hig h CO Low) 



1. Spelling 



2. Orgaaizacion 
(objective #2) 



3. Clearly Stated 
Position 



4* Completeness/ 
Relevance 



5, PC & C 



Syntax 



^ 7. Invention of 
Structure 



8. Invention of 
Details 



9. Organization 
(objective #3) 



10* Use of Support- 
ing Inforfnation 



11* Tone 



3 6r" 4 

Scores 



77,0% 



59.5% 



43.6% 



41.9% 



12. Wording 



13* Expressiveness 



39.7% 



27,4% 



26,7% 



23.4% 



18.3% 



18.3% 



16,9% 



AVERAGE 



Priniary 



Secondary 



Tertia 



59,5% 



43,6% 



4L9% 



77.0% 



39,7% 



26 , 7% 



23,4% 



18.3% 



18,3% 



27.4% 



16.9% 



11.7% 11.7% 



11.0% 11,0% 



27.1% 



27.4^ 



58.4% 



• Students scared lowest on expressiveness (11,0%), 
Because this trait is related to expressing feelings 
(objective 1), the low score may indicate a lack of 
development In expressing personal feelings clearly 
and vividly and a lack of experience with figurative 
language. It may also indicate a lack of experience 
with multiple meanings which convey fresh and original 
ideas, a narrow range of vocabulary ^ or inability to 
vary words and expressions L .■■ fit aim and audience. 
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Instructional ImpIinflUnng 

I. Scud«„ sh,„ia he e..,, e„des .„ „Ue t„r all four obi.ctlves 1„ ,ea.l„„ul situation,. 

^. Writing activities should capitalize on the interests and exprlences of students. 

3. Student assignniLnts should be functional l p has^A ^„ j ^ • 

with a special rMcler. ' r"ti""nal, i.e., based on student interests and the nsed to comtnunicate 

4. Students should be given opportunities to express their feeUngs freely- use their Itna.^n ,t^n.. . 
be creative and inventive in their ideas Dlacusslon, i.*.n « itnag^nat^ons, and , 
encouraged. ' as well as sensory experiences should be 

5. Different levels of thinking should be deliberately developed as a pre^requisite to good .ritin|, 

6. Teachers should teach writing systematically by teaching hoO£ Pre^wrlte. write, revise, rewrite and 

«ataL''"" opportunities to develop the sMlls in which this study has shown they 

a. Using words that are vivid, precise, and appropriate 

c. Planning papers basad on logical order 

convi^cJng'''*"' relevant and selecting supporting information that is relevant and 

8. The primary traits should be systematically taught in relation to the fnur purposes of writing. 

^' ^ "a"s should be taught in relation to purpose, to audience, and to the total effect of the 

pri^ary consideratloJ t^^' 

sentince lengths. ^sujectives, pnrases, and clausaa), and using varioua 
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Results j Analysis and Interpretation j and Instructional Implications 
of Hawaii District Holistic and Trait Scores 



GRADE EIGHT 
HOLISTIC SCORES 



Results 



Percentage 


of Scoras for 


Each Rating 












Rating 








Objectives 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


X 


1, Expressing 
Faalings 


4.1% 


13.5% 


60J% 


16.2% 


.0% 


5,4% 


2. Giving 
Information 


3.9% 


32.9% 


36.81 


23,7% 


.0% 


2,61 


3. Promotini 
Ideas 


0,0% 


28,8% 


46.6% 


24,7% 


.0% 


0,0% 


4, Entertaining 


2,7% 


30 a% 


45,2% 


21,9% 


,0% 


0,0% 


AVERAGE 


2,7% 


26.3% 


47,4% 


21.6% 


,0% 


2.0% 



Percentage of Scores When Combined 







Corabined 


Coinblned 






4 and 3 


3 and 2 




Objec^ivei 


Ratings 


Ratings 


X. 


Expressing Feelings 


17,6% 


74,3% 


2. 


Giving Infonnatiun 


36,8% 


69.7% 


3. 


Promoting Ideas 


28,8% 


75*4% 


4. 


Entertaining 


32,8% 


75.3% 




AVERAGE 


29.0% 


73,7% 



^Ratings: 4: Excellent 

3- Good 

2: Fair 

1: Poor 

Oi Not Scorable (hollsticaPy as well 

aa for traits) 

X: Not Scorable (hollitlcally) 
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Analysis and Interpretation 

e Students parfonned best in giving information, objective 
2 (as indicated by the combined scores of "excellent" 
and "good"), and poorest in expressing feelings, 
objective 1, 

i There was no paper tliat was ungcorable (rating 0) because 
it was illegible or incomprehensible or contained little 
or no writing. The total number of 0 papers was only 
one (out of ls985 papera) for all three grades, 

• 2% of the papers were not scorable holistically because 
the authors did not write on the assigned topics or 
deviated markedly from the directions provided, (These 
are papers rated X, They were scored, however, for 
individual traits,) 

• The largest number of papers (47,4%) for all four 
objectives were given a rating of "fair," which indicatei 
that the qualities Identified as impartant for a parti-" 
cular writing objective were present although there were 
weaknesses and problems which detracted from the 
effectiveness of the writing. The fact that over "half 

of the papers were rated "fair" may indicate that audi- 
ence 5 in addition to aim, Is not stressed sufficiently. 

• As compared with the fourth grade scores, the percentage 
of upper scores (4 and 3) for the eighth grade increased 
from 18,4% (grade 4) to 29,0% (grade 8) , 

lOu 



EKLC 



• Moreover-, fewer papers (21,6%) were rated "poor" as 
compared with the fourth grade (25.3%), indicating that 
students are improving. However, gome of the weak- 
nesses evidenced by fourth graders still persisted ; 
unawareness of audience, lack of vivid use of language 
and details, and use of incorrect information and weak 
supporting evidence. 

• A very small percentage (2.7%) of the papers was rated 
4, excellent." This is due to the fact that papers 
were rated against an ideal standard, not on a curve. 
These papers were outstanding In all respects; they 
showed an awareness of purpose and audience and were 
clear, coherent, and effective. 

• A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (73,7%). This Indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" or "good." 
The potential for better writing is definitely present . 
Moreover, the fact that there were no papers rated 0 
also indicates that students are able to communicate 

at least some of their Ideas in writing. The scorers 
observed that students did very little revising and 
editing. The first draft, in most Instances ^ was the 
final product* 
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TRAIT SCORING 



Results 



Fercentap oF Sccrgs for Each Rating 



Objectives 


Ratings 




L 


3 

J 




1 


UDJt^UiiVL if 1 










P: Expressiveness 
S: Syntax 


4.31 


38.61 


40.01 


14 M 
15.71 


T; PC U 


11.41 


38.61 


35.71 


14.31 


OBJECTIVE 12 










Ti urgsnization 


IIM 


40.51 


28.41 


4,n 


£i WUUipieLcnesS/ 


9,51 


25.71 


39.21 


25.71 


RilgVflncs 










Ti Spilling 


48.61 


33.81 


12.21 


5.41 


UDJCiLji L V£i if J 










Positirn 




50.71 


34.21 


11.01 


P: Tone 




15.11 


75,31 


6.81 


P: Use of Support- 




23.31 


42.51 


32.91 


ing Inforniatiori 












Audien 








Yes 


No 


1 






18.5^. 


81.31 






OBJECTIVE 14 










P: Invention of 


8.21 


42.51 


38.41 


11,01 


Structure 










Pi Invintion of 


8.21 


19.21 


56.31 


16.41 


Details 




t 




Pi Wording 


1.41 


9.61 80.81 ! 


Lit 


AVERAGE 


10.31 


- f — 

29,51 1 45.5! 1 14.71 



*Although audience is an impgrtant consideration for 
all four objeccives of writini, audience as a trait 



was scored for objective 3 for the purposi of gathering 
specific information related to audience awareness. 



Analysis and Interpretation 

e Like their fourth pade counterpc.rts, thi eighth 
gradtrs scored best in spelling (82,41) and organization 
in giving inforniation (67,51). 

• The greatest probleiris seem to be with wordings invention 
of details, tone, orianiiation when promoting ideas, 
expressiveness J coiplataness/rilevances and use of 
supportini information. In addition, it is puzzling 
that writing to an audiince in grades 8 and 11 completely 
reverses itself froa 30.3 - 19.7 (grade 4) to 18.5 = 81.5 
(grade 8) to 7,6 - 92.4 (grade 11). 

I Traits were cata|orized aeeording to their relative 
irnportance as priMry, secondary, tertiary. The 
tertiary traits received the greitest nuiber of 4 and 3 
scoreg (66.21) J followed by the secondary (44.31) and 
priiary (34.11) traits. The relatively better perfori- 
ance on tertiary traits indicates the effect of 
instructional emphasis. 

• A comparison of the average psrcentage for each rating 
(for all thirteen traits) shows that the largest 
percentage of papers was rated 2 (45,51). This Indicates 
that the level of attainient of the traits was "fairi" 
although there were lapses which interfered with 
coimunicatioii. 

• A comparison of the trait ind holistic scores indicates 
that trait scores were better than holistic scores. 
When the average parcantages of the 4 and 3 ratings on 
traits were combinid, the percentage of papers totaled 
39,8 (as compared with the 29.01 rated 4 and 3 
holistically) , 

i Students did better in organizing paperi based on 
chronological order (required in giving information) 
than in organiEini :Epers based on logical order 



Ranking of Traits and Pefcintap of Papers for 
Primary, Secondary j and Tertiary Traits 
for Combined 4 and 3 icores 



Hinking of Trilts 
(High to Low) 


3 S 4 

■J M ^ 

Scores 


Primary 


I 

Sicondiry 


Tertiary 


1. Spelline 


82 4? 






82. 4i 


2. Organization 
^lobi. 12) 


6 J. 51 


67.51 






3, Clearly Stated 
Ppsition 


54,81 


54.81 




_ 


4. Invention of 
Structure 


50.71 


50.71 






5. PC & C 


50.01 






50,01 


6. Syntax 


44.3! 








I. Coipleteness/ 
Relevance 








— 


8. Expressivenesg 


31.41 


31.41 




- 


9, Invention of 
Details 


27.41 


27.41 






10. Use of Support- 

r F 

ing Inforniation 


24.71 


24.71 






LL OrganlEation 
(obj. 13) 


20,61 


20.61 






12. Tone 


17.81 


17.81 






13. Wording 


11.01 


ILOI 

! 






AVERAGE 


: 34.11 j 





(required in proioting ideas). This finding seems to 
be directly relatid to data obtiined froni tiachers 
about current practices In writing inscruction which 
indicited that the relationsliip between writing and 
thinking is not consistently emphasized, 

• Students scored lowest on wording (11,01). Because 
this trait is related to entertaining (objective 4), 
the low score may indicate a lack of divelopment in 
Imaiery and a lack of eKperience with figurativi 
language . It may also indicate a lack of experience 
with multiple meininis, a narrow range of vocabulary, 
or inability to vary words and expressions to fit aim 
and audience. 
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InsEructlonal Implicatloni 

1. Writing to all four purpoias sbould be lystiiiitically taught with spiciil attention to mmBim 
feelings and proioting idias, 

2. Writing assignients should be ixpllcitly directad to spiciflc audienees. 

3. The intirs proeiss of writing ihould bi systeiatically taught: pre-writlni, witing rfivislni 
rewriting and iditing, . " s! 5j 

4. SmII group and class aetlvitilS should bi organiied to practice revising the writing with ipeelal 
eraphases in wording, Invention of detaili, use of lupport inforraition, organization when proioting 
Ideas j tone, coipletiniiSs and eKprisslveness, 

5. Writing for the various purposis and for various audiences should be intiirated in all English 
courses ai well as in ether courses such as social studiai, science, and hiilth. 

6. Initially, writing should be basid on student intireit and expiriinces. 

I 

I h The prlia^ traits should be systimatically taught in riktion to the four purposes of writing. 

8. Thinking skills should be coniistintly taught in rilation to writings espicially in organizing 
papers, ditirnining supporting ividenci, and selicting detaili. Thinking skills should be ifflphaslzid 
in relation to purpose and audience. 

9. Traits should be taught in relation to the whole plici of writing, not in isolitlon. 

^• 

10. A variety of resources should be used to iiprove and expand upon the use of wordsi literature, oral 
activltiis, real life expiriencea, sensory activities, itc. 
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R«ylta, Analyaii and InEerpratation, m Initmtional 
of Hawaii District Holistic ind Triit Scorai 



cations 



GR^E ELEVEI 
HOLISTIC SCORES 



Results 




O bjectives 

1. Expressing 
Feelinp 

2. Giving 
Inferaitlon 

3. ProBoting 
Idias 

I 

S ^. Entertaining 
AVERAGE 



ilgtage of Scores Uhan Combined 



jaetives 

1. Expressing Fiilini 
Giving Inforniatlon 

3. PwiBoting Ideas 

4. Entertaining 



0.01 


46.11 


40.01 


13.81 


.01 


1.61 


34.31 


43.31 


im 


1.61 


6.11 


33.31 


43.81 


16. ?! 


,01 


3.11 


24,61 


43.11 


23.11 


.01 


in 


34,61 


43.01 


n>.n 


.41 




86.11 
llAl 

him 
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^37.31 

4: Exeellint 
3; Good 
2: Fair 
1: Poor 

Oi Not Scorabli (holiitlcally 

as Will ai for triits) 
X: Not Scorabli (holistically) 
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0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

6.21 
1.61 



Msl^ynyntirpretition 



• Man^pirfonid best in ixprisiing faelinp, 
jbJiCE ve . (as indicated by the combined scores of 

• 6.21 of the papers wire not written on the asiigned 
top e or deviated froi the dlrictlons ("f scores); all 
of thise papers ware for entertaining, objictlve 4. 

• The lirgest percentagi of papiri (43.01) was rated 

lair. This large number is liiilar to those for 
iradis k and 8. 

. Ul of the papiri mm llle|lbli or incoiprehiniible 
0 i ving nforiation. This is the only gridi (and" 
objectiva) for which pipiri wire fited "0." ■ ' 

• There li a Barked iiprovinent froi grades 8 to 11 in ^ 
fpressini fieling (ij,6l Co 46.11) when scores of 
^excillint; and "good" are coibinid. Thi laproviient 

or proiotmg Idiis (28.81 to 39.41) is also" good " 
ut scons for the other two objectivii show a slight 
Qficreasi. ^ 

te poor" (rating 1), Ihesi pip«s g JrUly 
aujlayed such mUmu as unanareness of audleoc, 
f »' ™lty, lack of i„giM,io„, trite language, ind 
istracting errors In tha conventions of i^ljL 
(apelllni, punctuation, and capltalUallon) . 
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• A very imall perciiitage (2.7%) of the papers was 
rated 4, "excellent.*' This is due to the fact that 
papers were rated against an ideal standard, not on a 
curve. These papers were outstanding in all respects; 
they showed an awareness of purpoie and a'^'.dlence and 
were clear, coherent, and effective. 

• A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (77.6%), This Indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" and "good*" 
The potential for better writng is definitely present. 
Moreover i the fact that the number of 0 papers was very 
minimal also indicates that students are able to 
communicate at least some of their ideas in writing* 
Scorers observed that students did very little revising 
and editing, The first drafts in most instances, was 
the final product. 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Risults 



Analyils and Intarpretation 







Sat 

nil 


Lings ^ 




Objectives 


4 


3 


2 


1 
I 


P: Expressiveneii 
S: Syntax 


LSI 


44.61 


41.51 


12.31 


Ti PC d C 


0.01 
O.QI 


32.31 
64 61 


33.31 
97 M 


12.31 


UBJtuilvE if 2 










F; Organization 


12.71 
3.21 


49.21 


2a. 61 


9.51 


aiiivanci 
T: Spelling 


23,81 


31.71 
50.81 


42.91 
20.61 


22.21 
4.81 


OBJECTIVE 13 










P.* Cliarly Stated 
rQSltlon 


19.71 


31.51 


22,71 


6.11 


pi Tftfia 


7.61 


31.81 


37,91 


22,71 


_ 

P. Organisation 
Pi Use of Support- 
Ine Inforfflatifln 


7,61 
6,11 


31.81 
31.81 


37.91 
37,91 


22.71 
24.21 




Audlen' 






- 






No 








7.61 


. 9.11 


83,31 




OBJECTIVE 14 
P: Invention o! 


3.31 


36.11 


39.31 


21 n 


Strueture 










P^ Invention of 

Dicills 
PLMordlng 


4.91 
If 61 


27.91 

41.51 


45,91 
36.51 


21,31 
14.91 


AVERAGE 


7.11 


41.51 


36.51 

r 


14,91 



• The lilgheit trait scores were in ipelling, cleirly 
stated poiltion, punctuation, organiMtion band on 
chronoloiical order, syntax, and tone. The rimainlng 
triiti wire scored low, whicli followa the trend of thi 
previous two gradis. Evidently, the prliiry traits 
are not systeiatlcally taught or practiced, 

f Triiti were citigorliid according to their rilativi 
inportance as primwy, secondary, tertiary. The 
tertiary trilts recalved the griateit nuibir of 4 and 
3 scores (69.21), followed by the secondary {52.31) 
and the prlMry 43.9« triiti. The relitlvily bitter 
perforianee on tirtlary traits Indicates the iffect of ' 
inetructionil siphaiii. 

I A coiparison of thi averagi percintiga for iich riting 
(for all thirteen triits) shows that the largest percent- 
agi of papirs was rated 3 (41.51), This indicatig that 
the livil of attainient of the triiti was "good," 
although there wire lapses which intirfired with 
comunication, 



es 



*Although iudience is an important eoniidiration for 
111 four objictivis of writing, audience is a trait—' ' 
was icorid for objective 3 for the purpose of githsring 
spicific Inforfflation related to ludiinci awireniss. 

. Jtl 
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• A cQmparison of the trait and holistic scoris 
that triit scores were better than holistic leores. 

• Students did bettir in orginiging papers based on 
ehronologlcal ordir (required m giving Infoniation) 
than in or|iniiln| piperi based on loilcal order 
(required In proioting ideas) , 



• Student! scored lowist on wording. Because this trait 
ii related to intertainlng (objective 4), the low scon 
may indicate a lick of divilopient in iiagery md a 
lack of expirience with figurative language. It iiy 
also indicate a lack of ixperlince with lultlple 
tteanlngi, a Mrrflw range of vocabulary, or inability 
to vary words and ixpreasioni to fit lia and audiencg. 



Ranking of Traits and Percentage of Papers 
for Prlinary, Secondary and Tertiary Traits 
for Coinblned 4 and 3 Scores 



Ranking of Traits 
(High to Low) 



3 & k 
Scorei 



Primary 



Secondary 



Tertiary 



1. Spalllng 



74.6% 



74.6% 



2. Clearly Stated 
Position 



71.2% 



71.2% 



3. PC & C 



64.6% 



64.6% 



4. Organization 
(obj. m 



61.9% 



61.9% 



5. Syntax 



52.3% 



52.3% 



6. Tone 



50.0% 



50.0% 



7. Expressiveness 



46.1% 



46.1% 



8. Organization 
(obj. #3) 



39.4% 



39.4% 



9. Invention of 
Structure 



39.4% 



39.4% 



10. Use of Support- 
ing Information 



37.9% 



37.9% 



11. Completeness/ 
Relevance 



34.9% 



34.9% 



12. lnven';lon of 
Details 



32.8% 



32.8% 



13. Wording 



26.2% 



26.2% 



AVERAGE 



43.9% 



52.3% 



69.2% 
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Instructional Imp Hf^.Hnna 



re-wrlting, writirii, riviilng, 



Much practice should be providid 



itudanti in the aiieaead weikn 



tun and organiiation, lelacting the rehv t t ^ ^ "^''^"^ ^^ruc^ 

coherance hv mUH^.u. j,.,., " '"^^^^^^nt details, uiini ippropriate words, .n^ h.«.L^«„ . 



by Mintaining detail, m^^^^ ^^vslopin; 

..... „ , ™ cowveaiss tough app™ 
Wl«8, schools should 1.IE.11 "S»«aW"siU„t Britlng" (SSK), 



a CMslsteiit tone and coheslwiw«"rt™ 7'""'"*"" ^ aeveioping cohMenci liy mMtitim 
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/ IV, HONOLULU DiSIHlCT p 

BisultSi Mpis ffid I&ticpretation| and Isitmtio&al Iiplication 
of HoseMu District Holistic aqd Tiait Scores 

■ SOLISTIC SCO^S 



ESBUltS 



lircatitigs^gf kom for !aehjatto| 







Ritinis 


it 


Qbjietivei 




3 


2 


1 


0 




1. ^risilng 
Isiling 




1041 


51.91 




ft ft? 




2. Giving 
Inforiation 




31,61 


53.21 


8.91 


0.01 


m 


3, Iroidtlng 
Idiag 


i.3i 


8.91 


60.81 


26,61 


1.31 


1,31 


4. Entertainlni 




16.31 


48.11 


27.81 


0,01 


7.61 


AVEBA0E 


1,91 


16,81 




24.41 


.31 


3.21 















fereiBCaga of Seerts When eoEbined 





CoiMned 


Coibinid 




4 and 3 


3 and 2 


ObJictiVig 


Mtisgs 


Eatings 


1. Ixpressing Feiling 


10,11 


§2,01 


2, Giving Infonaatlon 


37.9S? 


84.81 


3, Fronotlng Idsae , 


10.21 


69.71 


4, Intertiinlng 


16.51 


64.61 ' 


mm 


18.71 


70,31 



III 4! Ixcellent 
3 t Good 
2j Fair 
Is Foor 

0; Not Scorible (hollitically as will as 

for tralti) 
li Not Scorabli (hoUstiQally) 



kalysii and Interpretation 

I Ths leorii for the lour objictivis viried considsrablj, 
indlciting that all four objietivsi iri set con" 
aistentiy taught, 

• Studinti pirfomed best in living Infoiiation, 
objectivi 2 (as indleitid by ths erabinsd icerii of 
"ixcsUent" mi "good") , and pesrist in ixpreisini 
fillings^ objictivi 1. Soil riaioni for thi relatlvily 
hi|h scons on objictivi 2 lay be that (1) thi itra ' 
was one that studints could tailly relate to becauie 

of thi comonality of the ixpirisnce (iakini a piasut 
buttir-Jilly sandwieh); (2) of all four objictlves, 
|ivin| inf oriBati^ is probably loit wphasiiid in the 
early grades because of Its iiportance in daily Ufi; 
(3) thi tiik of provldini inforiation focusii on thi 
iisiagi (or riality) thit already exists-that Is, 
itudenti niid not nicesiarily ginerate or create 
ideas as In^ for ^aiple, entertaining and pronoting 
idiiSi and (4) the Hawaii Inilish Propii (HI?) 
includes practice in giving dirictlons. 

• Only ons 'out of 814 papfers fai unscorabli' (rating 0) 
beciuii It was Illegible or Inconiprihinilble or 
contained little or no writings 

f 3,21 of the papers were not scorabli hoUstieally 
becausi the authors did not write on the asslgnid 
topics or deviated larkedly froi the dlrectioas 
provided, (Jhesi were pipers rated X, Kiiy were 
icored, however , for Individyal traits •) 
Intertainini, objictivi 4, riciived the lost X 
scores. 



The largest nianber ©f papers (53*5%) for all four 
objectives were given a rating of "fair" which 
indicates that the qualities identified as important 
for a particular writing objective were preient 
although there were wealmessas and problems which 
detracted from the effectiveness of the writing. The 
fact that a large percentage of papers (53* 5%) was 
rated "fair" (rating 2) may indicate that audience ^ 
in addition to aim, is not stressed suf f iciently , 

Slightly less than a fourth (24.4%) of the papers were 
rated "poor" (mating 1) . Papers rated "poor" 
generally displayed such weaknesses as unawareness 
of audiences lack of unity, lack of loiagination, 
trite language, and distracting errors in the conven- 
tions of writing (spelling, punctuation, and 
capitalization) * 

A very small percentage (1*9%) of the papers was rated 
4, "eKcellent," This is due to the fact that papers 
were rated against an Ideal standard, not on a curve. 
These papers were outstanding in all respects; they 
showed an awareness of purpose and audience and 
were clears coherent, and effective* « 

A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (70,3%)* This indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" or "good." 
The potential for better siting is definitely 
present. MoreOTer, the fact that the nmiber of 0 papers 
was very mintoal also indicates that students were able 
to coxmunicate at least some of their Ideas in 
writing. The scorers observed that students did very 
little revising Bad editing* The first draft, in most 
instances, was the final product. 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Reiults 



Pircintage of Scores for Each Rating 







Ratli 


!gS 




Objectives 


4 


3 


2 


1 


OBJECTIVE fl 












Pi Expreisiveness 


0,01 


13.21 


60,5 


I 


26.31 


St Syntax 


IM 


27.61 


63.2 


% 




T: PC 4 C 


6.61 


38.21 


43.41 


11.81 


OBJECTIVE 12 












P: Organiiatlon 


13,91 


49.41 


34.2 


% 


2.51 


P: Conipletineas/ 


11.41 


30.41 


50.6 


% 


7.61 


Relivanee 












T: Spelling 


40.51 


41.81 


15.2 


I 


2.51 


OBJECTIVE n 












h Cliarly Stated 


3.91 


31.21 


50.6 


% 


14 ^! 


Position 










Pi Tone 


1.31 


10.4^ 


77.91 


10.4^ 


P: Organization 


0.01 


10.41 


75,3 


I 


14.31 


Pi list of Support* 


O.OI 


10,01 


67.5 


t 


22.11 


m Information 














Audit 


net* 








til 


No 


? 








72 JI 


17.31 


f 


















Pi Invintion of 


z,n 


28.91 


49.: 


It 


19.,2I 


Structure 












P: Invention of 


1.41 


13.71 


63.01 


21.91 


Detilli 












Pi Wording 


I At 


12.31 


69.^ 


II 


16.41 


AVIMOl 


6.61 


24JI 


.5i.4l 


11,51 



me 



Analysli and Interpretation 

I The trait with the peateit nujibir of 4 and 3 scores for thi 
fourth graders was ipiUlng (82.31}, followed by orginiiatlon 
based on chronological order (63,3Mcored for objective 2), 
The traits with the iiallest ntmber of 4 and 3 icorii weri 

■ organlMtion based on logical ordar (10, 41 , .scored for obi'sc- 

■ tlve 3) ind use of supporting inferiition (10,01), 

• Traits wiri citiggrlzed according to their rilative iiportmce 
IS prijnaryj sicondirys tirtiary. Thi ttrtlary traits 
riceivad the greatest number of 4 and 3 scores (63.61), 
followed by the iecondary (30,21) and priiairy (22.71) traits. 
The rilativily bettir pirfomanee on tertiary traits indlcatis 
the effict of instructional iiphasis. 

i A comparison of the ivirage percentigis for each ratin| (for 
all thirteen traits) showi that the largest pgrcentagi of 
papers was ritid 2 (53.41), This Indicates that the livil 
of attaiiment of the traits was "fair," although there were 
lapses which Interfiri with comunieatlon, 

• A coipirlion of the trait and holiitlc scores Indicates that 
trait icores weri bettir than holistic icores, Whin the 
average percentage of the 4 and 3 ratings on traits wen 
coniblned, the percentiii, of piperi totiled 31,11 (as comparid 
with the 18,71 ritid 4 and 3 holistieilly) . 

t 72,71 of thi pipers spieifically addriiied the given 
ludlenci in nromotini ideas , but 27.31 fiilid to do so. 

f Students did bettir in organlilni pipirs band on 
chronological order (requirid in |lvln| Infonnation) than In 
orianliing papirs based on logical order (riqulrid in 
proiaotini ideas) . 



*Although audience is an liportant coniideratlon for lU four 
objietlvii of writing, audlinci as a trait was scored for 
objective 3 for the purpose of gathirin| specific Infonatisn 
related to audience awireneis, ^ « -i 



Ranking of Traits and percent^, i of Papers for 
Pfimiry, Secondary^ and Tertiary Triita 
for Cociblned 4 and 3 Scores 



Ranking of Traits 
(High to Low) 


Scores 


Priniary 


Secondary 


Tirtiary 


1. Spelling 


82,37, 






82.37, 


ii Organizaaon 

(Obj, m 


63.31 


63.31 






3. PC & C 


44.87, 




!-■ 


44,87, 


4. Compliteniis/ 
Relsvanci 


41. ax 


41.87, 






5. Clearly Stated 
Position 


35.11 


- 

35.17, 






6, Invention of 
Structure 


31.61 


31.67, 






h_ Jyntax 


30,21 




30,21 




8. Invintion of 
Ditails 


15.11 


15.11 






Wording 


13 Jl 


13.77. 






10* EKpreisiveoess 


13.27, 


13.21 






11, Tone 




11.77. 






12. Orginiiation 
(Obj. 13) 


10.47, 


lOM 






13. Uii of 

Supportin Info 


10.41 


10.47, 






AVIIAGE 




24.61 


30.21 


mi 



I students scored lowest both on organization, objective 
3| and use of supporting Inforraatlon. Bitiusi both 
traits were relatid to promoting Ideis, objective 3, 
the low scorei may indicate that students lacked 
experiences in (1) organizing inforaation in a logical 
order; (2) in selicting details that were relevant and 
convincing and (3) in writing for a spsciflc audience. 

6 A comparison of trait and holistic scores Indicates 
that trait scores on the whols wire better than 
holistic scores. This finding supports an earllar 
conc' ision that instructional itnphaiie was greater 
on traits than on coraplste dlicourse. 
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1. Students should continue to write for ill four objictives in liiningful situitloni, 

2. Writing actlvitiii should capitaliii on the intiristi ind sxpiriincis of studints, 

3. I^e eomudcation function of wrltini should be eiphasized, and writing should be done for a viriety of 
audiinces for specific purposes, ^ « veiict^ ua 

^ ^-'f" TTf'' '° ^''^^i' ^"^^ '^'^ ^^^h and be 

creative and invantlvi in thilr idiss. Discussions m well as sinsory eKpiriencii should ba ea«urfi|id. 

5. Different levsls of thinkini should b.^ diUbirttely developid is i pra^riquisiti to good yrltin|. 

^' Iditing!"'"' aysteitlcaily taught; pre-writln|, writing, rsvising, rewriting, 

7. Students should be gi^en many opportunities to divilop chi skills in which this study hss shown they are 

a. Using words that an' vivid, pricise, and appreprlate. 

Mntiinlng unity and coherenea ':hrough the use of a conslstint tone, i consistent point of view, and 
appropriate transitloni, ■ " ' 

c, Plinnitii papsrs bisid on lo|icil otdar, 

d. Seleetlni detills that are relevant and iilectini supporting inforaation that is relivant and convincln 

8. The priiary traits ihould be gystimaticaUy taught In rilation to the four purposes of writln|. 

9. All traits should k taught in rilitlon to purpoie, to audiinci, and to the total iffeet of Eha papir, not 
in liolation; svaluition of studint writing should ilvi prliary eons^^ ^-ation to the whole pleci of ' 
writini (hoUitle evaluation) , 



10. Students should bi |lven opportunltlis to itrenithen their control over sptix by coiblnlni sent, 
loving thUr parti, using a viriity of lodifiers (adjifltivei, phrasei, and clauies), and uslni virloui 
santinea lengths, - 
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Kiiults, Anilysis ind Inti^ritation, and Instmetionil inipliciEiong 
of Honolulu District Holistic and Trait Scores 

HOLISTIC SCORES 



Results 





ui ggores lor ma Rating 






Objictivei 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


X 


1. Expressing 
Fiellng 


3.31 




52.01 


13 37 






2, Giving 
Infornatlon 


1.4?, 


2L4I 


51.41 




0.01 


0.07. 

1 


3, Iroinoting 
Ideas 




32.81 


50,01 


14.11 


0.07, 


3.11 


4, Inter Wining 


IM 


33.31 


.50.0^ 


_ 13.67, 


0.07. 


1.57. 


mmi 


2.07. 


28.5^ 


50.87, 


ia,7i 


0.07. 


1.87, 



Objietlvig 


Ooiblnid 
4 and 3 
Ritiftgi 


.QIDDiniS 

Conblned 
3 and 2 
Eatings 


1, Ixpwsiini Fiilini 


32.07, 


78,77, 


2. Giving Inferiition 


22,81 


72.81 


3. pTMotlni Idiai 


32.81 


82.81 


4, Entirtiinin^ 


34,87, 


83.37, 


AVERAGE 


mi 


79.47, 



*Ratingg ; 4! Exeslient 
h Good 
2: lilr , 
1: Poor 

0; Not Scsrabls (hollitlcilly as will ii 

for traiti) 
h Not Seorabli (holiiticilly) ■■■ 



AnalysiB and TncerpyefaHnn 

I Students perfotiaed beet in entertaining, sbjietivi 
4 (ai indicated by thi coabined scons of "excellent 
and "|ood"), and poorist in givini inforfflition, 
objective 2; however, the acores for all four objec- 
tivis weri not ilinifieantly diffirent. This may 
mdicati that, by thi lighth grade, students have 
been givin practiee in writing for all four pur- 
poses. 



• Scorei for the eighth grideri for objsctivi 2, 
pfoviding inforffiiElgn, wire lower thin thosi for 
fourth iraderi. This li asst pwbably due to the 
wiiknesiis of thi assesiBient ItiB itself. scDrtrs 
all agried that thi inforiation proyided stiidinCs 
was not sufficisnc; msreovir, itudenti In the lig] 
Sridi ire not viry faffliUar with driving and thus 
were unibli to deserlbs m accldinc clear ly, 

i Iheri WIS no paper chit wii unseorable (rating 0) 
biciuse of illegibility .or Ineoiprihensibllity or 
biciusi it contsinid little or no i^itlng 



9 1,81 of thi papirs wsre not iconble holiitieiny 
biGauie the authori did not wrlti on the isslpid 
topics or diviitfd iirkidly from the directloni 
provided. (Thiss wen papers rated X. Thiy weri 
scored, howivM, for indlvlduil triits.) froioting 

, ideis, objictivi 3, received the lost X seoris. 
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• The largest number of papers (50,8%) for all four 
objectivei were given a rating of "falr^" which 
indicates that the qualities identified as important 
for a particular writing objective were present 
although there were weaknesses and problems which 
detracted from the effectiveness of the writing. 

The fact that over half of the papers were rated 
"fair" may indicate that audience, in addition to 
aim, is not stressed sufficiently, 

• As compared with the fourth-grade scores, the per- 
centage of upper scores (4 and 3) for the eighth 
grade increased from 18,7% (grade 4) to 30.6% 
(grade 8). 

• Moreover, fewer papers (16.7%) were rated "poor'V 
as compared with the fourth grade (24,7%)^ in- 
dicating that students were improving. However, 
some of the weaknesses evidenced by fourth graders 
still persisted 1 * unawareness of audience, lack of 
vivid use of language and details, and use of 
incorrect infomation and weak supporting evidence. 

• A very small percentage (2*0%) of the papera was 
rated 4, "excellent," This was due to the fact 
that papers were rated against an ideal standard, 
not on a curve* These papers were outatandlng in 
all respects* they showed an awareness of purpose 
and audience and were clear, coherent, and effec- 
tive, 

• A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (79.4%). This Indicates that the siting 
of moat students can be considered "fair" or "good." 
The potential for better wlting is definitely 
present. Moreover, the fact that there were no 0 
papers also indicates that students were able to 
comaunlcate at least some of their Ideas in writing. 
The scores observed that students did very little 
revising and editing. The first drafts in most 
instances j was the final product* 
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TRAIT SCPRIS 



Regulta 



pgregntap of Scores for Each Rating 





Ratines 


Objectl'ves 






_ 2 


___i 


OJECTIVE 11 












?! EKpreisiveness 


5.51 


35.61 


52. 


% 


6.81 


S: Synti3c 


5.5X 


43,81 


35. 


n 


15,11 


Ti PC & G 




1, 1 1^1 


3?. 01 


15, i/, 


OBjlCIIVE #2 












P: Orgaiiuation 






la. 


61 


3.51 


P: Csiplitinesi/ 




1 S M 

i0,0/8 


52. 


n 


24.3/5 


I* Spilling 


48.61 


38.61 


10. 


01 


III 


OBJECIIVE #3 
P: Clfirly Stated 

t - - — 




53.21 


32. 






Poiition 












Pi Tont 




21.0?. 


59.??. 


12.91 


P; Organliition 


4.81 


21.01 


59. 


n 


14.51 


Pi Uig of Support- 

_ ing Inforraation 


hit 


24.21 


56. 


n 


16.1?, 




Audiinci* 






Yes 


No 








17. Ill 


32.3?, 


0 




OBJECTIVE 14 












Pi Invention of 
StruQture 


10.81 


41.51 


38 


.51 


9.2f 


P{ Invention of 


9.21 


32,31 


47 


71 


10.81 


Ditills 












Jj Wording 


1.51 


21,51 


61.51 


15.41 


AVERAGE 


10.47, 


33JI 


43.2% 


12.41 



*Although audiinci is in iiDportint considgrition 
fsf ill four objsctivii of writing, audiinee ai a 
trait WIS scerid for objactivi 3 for thi purpsii 
ef iithiring spicifie intation rilatid to 
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Analysig and Interpretation 

The trait with the greitest number of 4 and 3 scores for 
the eighfih graders was spelUn| (83.31), followed by 
organiEatiDn bisid on chronolo|ical order (63.3?, scored 
for objietive 2). The trait with the sniilliit number of 
4 and 3 icorii was use of supporting infonnition (10.4?,). 

Traita were citigoriMd according to their rilatlve 
ifflportince ai priraaryj secondary, tertiary, The tirtiary 
traits riceivtd the peatist nuaibir of 4 and 3 icoris 
(64,11), followed by the sicondary (30 J|) and primiry 
(24,61) triiti. The relativily bettir pirfonnanee on 
tertiary traits indicatai thg effiet of inatructional 
iiphasii, 

A conipirlson of '-he aviragi pircintage for laeh rating 
(for all thirtein triiti) ihows that the larpst pir" 
eentige of pipirs wis ritid 2 (43. 2|), This indicates 
that the level of attainmint of the traits was "fair," 
ilthouih thiri weri lipsn which intirfirid with conunl- 
cation i 

A cofflparison of chi trait and hoUstie seoris indicates 
thit; triit seores wire bette? than holistic scorss, fiin 
thi avirige pircentigis of t'le 4 and 3 ratinp on trilti 
wife conibinid, the pircintagi of papers totilid 44, 3| (as 
coipired with the 30.71 rated 4 and 3 holiittciUy), 

17.71 of Che papirs spicifically iddrisiid thi givin 
iudienci In pronioting ideas, but 82.31 faild to do so. 

Studinti did bitter in orginizing pipiri band on 
chronoloiical order (riquirid in living Inforiation) thin 
in orginiiing papirs bisid on loiicil order (rsquired in 
proioting idsas). This findini seeas to bi dirictly 
rilatid to thi data obtiinsd froi teichirs about currint 
prieticii in writing Instruetion, which Indieitid that the 
rditionship betwisn writing and thinking is not eeniistently 
liphiiiiid, , 



Ranking of Trilti and Pircintagi of Pipers for 
PriMry, Sscondary, and Tirtliry Traits 
for Coinbined 4 and 3 Scores 



Einking of Traits 
(High to Low) 



L __Spellin: 



2. Or|inization 

(Obj. 12) 

Clfarly Stated 

3. Position 

4. Invintion of 
Structurf 



es 5, Syntax 
I 



6. mc 



Invention of 
7. DitaUs 



8, Exprissiviness 



9. Tone 



Uii of Support- 
10. _ing Information 



Organiiation 
U.. (Qbj, 13) 



12. Wofdini 



13, Complattniss/ 
Riltvance 



mmi 
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Scores 



87,21 



"2.91 



58.01 



32.31 



19,31 



47.91 



Prliary 



72,91 



58,01 



52,31 



41,11 



41.1i 



27,S^ 



27.41 



25,8^ 



23.01 



22.91 



41.51 



41.11 

27,51 
27,41 



Sicondary 



49.3^ 



25.81 



23,01 



22.91 



39.21 



49.3j( 



Tertiiry s Students gcored lowest on conipletinesi and 
rilevancSj foUowid very closely by wordin|, 



87. 2S 



47.91 



67.51 
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I, Studsnts should continui to wilti for ill four obJscEivis la isinlniful iituatiQni, 
h Writiai ic'tMtiis sheuW cipitillzi on the intsrsiti and sKpeflincis of lEudinEs. 

3. Thi ceaaunlMtion functlsQ of writlB| should bi wphasilid, and wrltiai should hs dons for i vafliEy of 
audlsneis for ipieif ic purposss . , 

4. Studinti should ha glvsn appsrtUBitlii to ixpriss fehiir fiiUn|s frsily, un their iMglnaeioM, and he 
criitive and invtntivs in thilr ideas. Disouisions as well as sinsory i^irlsneis should bi incouriaid, 

5. Dlffirsnt liveli of thinking should be diltbiratily devilopsd ai a pwiitgtiiaiti to good writin|. 

6. The entire prociii of writing should hi syitiBiatieaUy taught! pre-wrlting, writing, rivising, rawriting, 
and laltlni, ■ 

7. Students should bi given many opportunltiis to divilop the ikiUa in which this study has shewn they are 
I. Mng wordi that are vivid j preeisi, and apptopriate, 

b, Malntainini unity and eeherinei through thi use of a consiitint toni, i eoaiistint point of vlar, and 
ippreprliti traniitioni, 

gt Planning papers band on logleil order, 

it lilectini ditails that art rslivaBt and stlietlng lupportlai itaf oriitlen; thit" is ri Itvant and eonvinelni, 
§, Ihi primary Iralta should bi systeBitleally tau^t in relation to the four purposei of vrltlng, 



9. Ml Eraiti ihould.bi.tiuiht'ln:filatlen.t6'putposi, £o4udlinei,' andilo thiitotii iffiitibf thi-paperj 
In iBslatloni ivaluatlon of atudint writing iheuld glvi priiaiy eonslderatlen to thi wholi piici of 
wrltini (hellitie ivaluatlai), 

10. 'students should be given opportunitiii to strengthen thiir control war, lyntax'by ewabinlng jentincis 
SBvlng thilr ^rts, uilng a variity.ol nedifliri (adjaetivis, phrases, and eliU8l8)r«d uiini various 



not- 



of HoBoMu Diitrlet Holi«^^^^^^ 



mm 



lOLlSflC SCDEES 





Ritingi* 


4 


3 


1 1 


1 


0 








48.31 


41.61 


m 


0.0^ 


IM 


Fiillag 














2. Giving 
Infonngtioa 


IM 


33.3^ 


40.71 






\M 


Ideas 


m 


37.5^ 


43.8^ 




m 




4i Inteftiitilni 




39.31 


mi 


16.47. 






kwm 


IM 


39,6^ 




14.41 


m 


m 



lif eentage of Scorei ^en Con 


;laed 


dWictlvii 


CosMned ' 
4 snd 3 
Ritiiiis 


OeiMnsd 
B ind 2 

Ritinis 


1, Eitpfsislng Fieliag 

2, OivlAg Infsniitidn 
I.Froootisg: Ideas 

4. Intirtsiniag 


43.7^ 
40.911 


at. 9^ 

74.0^ 

ai.3ii 

75.41 


; mmt ■ 


:42.4i 


SO.W 



*Ritings r 4i EKeeUenE 
3i Geed 
2rFilr 
1| Paer 

0; Not ieorable (hsUitleally as will ai 

for traiEi) 
K; Hot icorabU (hQUstieill^) 



Analysis tad InterpgetaCten 

I Studiats picfonaed but la ixpfesilag fegliagSj 
objietlve 1 (as ladleated^ tha eoiblnid seores of 
''exeglliat'^aad *'good")} ai^ t foorist la giving 
infoJDiatioa, objefitivi 2, Oai'ESMMi;£br the 
rilitlvelf hl^ ; scores on objictlvi I say be that 
; tbi ttii was me that ^i studinti could lislly 
, relate to becauie of the finiUarlty of the topic. 

' I Although students perloped best in expfesslag 
feelings I :tbe£ seore (49.91) was aot very different 
Jres thiiiCflrii'lof "^Jt^^ 
hoiopneity of the foui: scores nay be Utrlbuted to 
the contiauid lastructloaal enphasls on all four 
objectlvis la hi|h school. 

# Ihers was no |a|g£- that^ 
beeiusi of lllsgtbtUty or 
because It contained Uttie or no i^ltin^ 

•'lip of the paperi wars aot gcorable hoiistleally 
bectUse the authors did'not write on the assigned 
tepiet or dWitW iirk^j^^^^^^^ the dlriettons 
pftf^dedf (Thesii were:^^p^^ Thiy weri 

scotWi howwirj for ladM^ 
FroiQtlag Ideas, objietlve 3, received the Bost 
I scores. 

i 1^11 li£|iit auDbir of papers (40»6|) lor all four 
objietives wen liven a, rating^^^^ 
indleatis that the quallties Idencif as liapoftaat 
for a plrticular i^itlng objective were present 
u although there were wegknessis and problens which 
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detracttd from the efftetiviniss of the wltlng. The 
fict that a large ptreentage of papers (40.6%) ms 
rated "fair" (rating 2) nay Indleate thit audltnee, 
in addition to aim, Is not streiged aufficitatly. 

• Slightly Itss than a fifth (15,4%) of the papers 
were rated "poor" (rating 1), These papers generally 
displayed such weataiesses as unawarenegs of audleneej 
lack of unity, lack of Imagination, trite language i 
and distractlni errors In the conventions of writing 
(spelling, punctuation, and capltallggtion) . 

[9 A very small peretntaie (2.8%) of the papers was 
rated 4, "eKcellentJ' This was due to the fact that 
paptrs were rated againit an ideal standard, not on 
a curve. These papers were outstandlni In all 
respects; they showed an awareness of purpose and 
audience and were clear, coherent, and effective, 

« A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (80,1%). This indicates that the writing 
of most studenti can be considered "fair" and "good," 
The potential for better writing la definitely present. 
Moreover, the fact that there were no. 0 papers also 
Indicates that students were able to eormunleate at 
least sonie of their ideas in writing. Scorers observed 
that students did very little revising and editing. The 
first draft, In most Instances, was the final product. 
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TOAniCQBES 



Is and IntigpgstaEioB 



FrZaviatlQii ol 
h iDvintlon of 



lirc§&taE§ of Scom for 


Each 1 


atlngi 






latlnts 


Objietives 




3 


2 


I 














e Air 


is 


47.4^ 

#A fa 


3.31 

f mm 




m 


47 1 47s 
59.31 


MM 
27,11 


6,77. 
5,0^ 












F; GOfflplstaniga/ 


ilM 

m 


43.4^ 
37.71 


30.2^ 
41JX 


m 

17,01 


^1 SpilUng 


34.05; 


49.1^ 


17.0^ 


o»oi 


OBJECTS #3 










h Cliiflj Stitid 
' FositioQ . 


m 


47.91; 


37,31 


1.31 


Pi Tom 

F: Ofganiiatlon 
Ft Uii of Suppoiting 
. Inforfflation 


4.21 


37.51 
33,3^ 
27.1^ 


54.21 

km 

12,11 


4,2^ 
14.6^ 
16,7^ 




Audienei* 





Yii 



i.2! 



3.31 
5,3^ 



No 



1,31 



52.61 
36.81; 



3.5% 1U% 



35,1 



24.61 
43,8^ 



14.01 

JUL 



i?ji 

t consideratloa for 



^Although audigQCf ii m iMptisat 

tU four objectives ef vritlng, audleaea is a trilt 

m icortd ht objietivi I for the pur^esi of ggthar- 

r^t^^^-P^eifie iBfsEBiition relatid to attdiinee g^^^ 
ERJC f ' . 



|!be trait ylth thi iriatlit Buober and 3 aeons for 
thi tlivsath gradiri Wis spilling (83.1^), fellewid by 
punfituation, eapitaUiatioa and fionvsntlens (67 , 7^) , Ihi 
trait with thi siuUiit 'nunbir of 4 and 3 scores was 
wording (29.81), Ths ii0:'iciri oii spslllar 
thi if fict of initructioMl siphisia on this trait. It 
lay alio Indicati thityitudm^^^^ 
tiiorting to cDBBonj iasy-to*ipill wor low 
seors OB wrdlni indleitis that: studiats lick the nieis- 
'Sary vocibuliry to cemiiaiciti iffiet^^^^^ i variety 

, of audienets to accottpllib' dif f ersat purposis . 

1 Iraits wire citsgoriz^^ thilr rilati\?i 

iiportinci as prki^, seeottda^, ter 
tirtia^ triits riciivid thi iriitsst nuibir of 4 and 
3 sserii (75.4^), fellovid by thi seeendary (52,41) 

and prtoiry. (44.61) ; to The tslttivily bittir 
perfonanci on tiriiary jtraiti iBdlcite ths if feet of 
iastructional siBphasls,. 

f A eoipariion of thi iviri|i-pireint8|i for -iich ratlfl|. 
(for ill thlrtisn traits) shews that the largist per- 
cintait of japers was ritid 2 (55,41), Thii indicites 
thflt ihiftsvil of attainEin triits wii "fair," 
ilthOU|h itHiri wsri lapses jAich interfirid with 
eoimunieation, 

t A coipirison of the trait holistic seorig 
indicitii that, ilthough triit seoris wire bittir than 
hollstig scores j the diffirenee was not very great 
(^.3^ ; holistic and 32.41^;^^^^^^ 

• 6.21 of the papers specifically addriised thi given 
audience in promoting idiai, but 8.31 fallid to do so. 

Il icorirs were Bnibli to detero^ni lAitber pap^^ 
addrigsed an andiiaei for 85. 4^1 of the papers; then 
papers asiunid lhat the' nadir tknew who the audienei 
was lad di4 aot ixpUeitly or even inplieitly indieate 
an audienei, 



linking of Twiti ind Psrcintip d Hpn for 
Primaryi Secondajy, and Tirtiiry TMiti 
for Coiblnid 4 and 3 Seoiis 



I 



Rinkliig of Traiti 
_ (Hlih £e low) 


3&4 
Seorii 


Iriiiry 


Jscondiry 


Tirtlag; 


k Spilling 


83. IT, 






13,11 




67. 7T, 






67.7?. 


3. Ofganiiatlon 
(Obi. 12) 


60.4^ 


60.4^ 




■i 


4. Invintion of 
Strueturi 


36,11 


le.ii 




! 


5. Cliarly Stated 
Position 


34.1?, 


54.1?, 




■ 


6. Syntax 


52.4^. 




52.4?, 




L IxpfiSiisn 




. 49.0?. 




— 


8. Invifltion of 
Ditaiig 


.42.1?. 


42.11 






i* leni 


41.7^ 


41.7?, 






10. Conplitinsii/ 
Eelivanci 


41.3^ 


41,51 






IL Organliition 
(Obi. #3) 




39.31 






12. Uii of 

lupperting Data 


31.3^ 


31.3?, 






13. Mln^ 


29.8i 


jm 







mmt 




44.61 


32.4t 





i mkm did bittif In otpnlilng papiM bisid on 
chponological ordir (riquirsd In givini informtiea) 
thin In erginiging papsrs bisid en lo|icil order 
(rsquirid inproffiotlni idiii). 

fi Itudents scorid lowist on wefdini (29, 8|). Becauii 
thlitriit ii rslitsd to entirtiinlng (objietivi 4), 
thi low icore my Indieits a lick of divilopiasnt in 
iii|sry and g lick of ixpiriince with figufitivi 
linguaiii It my aiao indicflti a lick of sxpiriinei 
with iultipli iniinlnisj a ninow rin|i of voeibula^, 
or iniMlity to vary wordi ind exprssiions to fit aiD 
and audiinei. 
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1. Coatinuid tmhwis should bs lim U wfiElag'fef lii and wdlsnee. As lueh as posiibli, i nil 
ludienci ihoulf bs iddriiild. 

2, iMtmtiQMl tkl ihouid bi sit islds for pri-wititt| ictivitlis. Ihiii leltvitiii ihould pwvlds 
ifl opportunity £m studittts to^^mlni thilr ow fiilin|i, ihirt thiii , Idaii, and Isafn thm|h group 
im^iB how te e^muflleflti eliarly and s^^^^ i papiMhould alio bi in iipertint 
foftus o! pri*wrl£iag ictivlti^^ . . ■ . 

3, m four purpessi ihould bMittiht to^ 

4. firlffliry traits Ihould br 

^* S^'JLf ani weouriisd; thinkini as a prs-rsquiilti to good i?rlting should be 

6* TEiits should bi taught in rilitien to £hs tetil diseeurss, not in iioiation, 

h tophi^is should bivplicid en instrufi found to bi wiiksitt 

wofdt^^, asi of supporiiag InfOMition; coipiitsniss and rilsvaneSj organization (objsctivs 13), 
wd inmtien of ditails.! ^ ' 




Kiuil Diiwici laliitie M Trilt Scorii " 

HQLisne mm 



Fgrcsntagi 



!• Sxpriesiog 

2. GlvlQg 
lafonaitioQ 

3i FroQotiflg 
idiii 

i 

4. intsrtilalB| 



I 

y, — 
I 



Results 



of Scerii for 




m 4,3146.41 



1.42 



0,01 



la.si 
u.si 

11.91 
11.71 



39,41 



46.31 



54.91 



10.11 



14JI 



26.91 



20.91 



1.41 



0.01 



O.OI 



.1% 



Immu^ of Scgrit mm Coiblnid 



Objeetlvii 



li Expfssstni Filling 

2t Givioi lafosiitiSB 

3, FroQstlQi Idiis 
4. 



Conbined 

3s&d2 

Ratings 




%UBgs! 4i ixeillait 
3i Good 
2; Fair 
U Foor 

0; Net SeoriWs (telliticilly as will 

as for tralti} 
li M icofibli (hoUstieally) 



a.?i 

3.91 
14.91 



9,91 



• The scoris for £hi foyr objictivss virit 
itini that all four objictlvis in 




eoQiistiatly 



t Studinti pirfonaid bsil In |ivittg infotiitlon, objectivt 
2 (as Isdicitsd by thi wibiMd icaris of "liKiUiBt" 
Mi "good"), and p§orist ia proMtiiii Idaas, objictlvs 3 
ioBs riiiens for thi relitlvsly high aeor^s oq ebjicEivi' 
2 My bi that (1) tha Itii was oni that studiMs mM 
lasily Mlats to bicausi of ths MaMnality of thi 
%mtUm (Baking a pirnut buttw-jilly laadirtch); (2) of 
111 four objifitivss, living infonitlon is probibly lost 
iiphagiiid in thi iiriy gridii bicauii of iti iaporti 
in dally lifi; (3) thi talk of providing iBfensitiw 
focuiis on thi mgiage (or tsaUty) that ilriady &dt.^^ 
that is, itudints need not nieiisarlly gsntrati or eriate 
idias 88 in, for iwmU, sntirtilnlni and proiotlBi idias 
(4) ths tali laiUih Frogrm (Hlf ) loBl«dii practiei in 
giviag dlrgctlons, 

• Thsri wsri fi» papiti that wsts unscorabli (rating 0) 
bieauii thiy wiri illiUbls for iBeflaprihiniibli or 
eoBtilnid llttls or no writlBg. Hii cotal nuabir of 0 
pipirs was two (out of 788 papiri), or , 71, 

• 9.91 of thi pipsrs weri not scorabla holiitieally 
bicauss thi authori did not witi on ths agsipid 
topics or diviittd aarkgdly fron thi dlrictiwis. 
prsvldid. (Thiii art pipsri ratid X, Ihey win 
scorid, hewivir, for individual triiti.) Intirtalning, 
objictlvi 4, riceivid thi most X scorsa . 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Reaulcs 

jfreenEage of kom for Each Rating 

I Ratings 

Qbjeetlvea I 4 



OBJECTIVI II 

h Exprasslviniis 6,61 

i: Sptix 3,3 

T: PC a C 13.11 

OBJECTIVE 12 

Pi Organisation L6I 

Pi Coiplitiness/ IM 

Ti SpiUini 37,11 
OBJECTIVE #3 

I 

2 Pi Clearly StiEed 3, 
' Position 

Pi Tone 0.01 

Pi Ofganliation 0,0| 
Pi Uie of Support- 
ing Infonutlen 



3 



8.21 
29.31 



OBJECTIVE 14 

Pi Invintion of 
StruQEuri 

Pi iQvintion of 
Datails 

Pi Werding 



58.11 
32,21 

45.21 



13.81 
12.51 
21.91 



59.01 



31,11 49.21 



35.51 
56.41 

14.51 



40.61 

70.31 
6?.2i 
54, ?l 



Audit 



Yes 



AVERAGE 



0,01 
5.31 
.01 



5,51 



Ho 



20,3) 



21.11 
IQJI 
8,81 



26.31 



0.01 



61.41 
63.21 
63.21 



26.21 
6.61 
6.61 



4.8| 
3.21 



12.51 

11.21 

lill 
23.41 



53.51 



1?,5I 
21,11 
28.11 



13.i 



oM5 



Aiifllygls and Interpretation 

• The trait with the iwatast number of 4 and 3 scores for 
the fourth gradirs was spilling (82.31), followed by 
organization based on chronological order (59. ?I scored 
for objectivi 2). m trait with the sMllest ni^ar of 
4 and 3 scores was wording (8.81). 

• Traits were catigorized lecording to thiir relative 
iiportanei as prliary^ seeendary, tirtlary. The tertiary 
traits riciivid the piitest nuiber of 4 and 3 scores " 

,3^ , followed by the secondary (32,81) and priiary 
(25.41) traits. The relativily bettir pirfomnce on 
tertiary traits indicatis the iffect of Instructional 
eoiphaais. 

i A coiiparison of the average percentage for each rating 
(for 111 thirteen traits) showi that the largest percintai^' 
of papers was rated 2 (53.51). This indicatis that the 
levil of attainmpnt of the traits was "fair," ilEhough thers 
were lapses which interfered with eoMunisation. 

• A coaipariion of thi trait and holistic scoris indicates 
that trait scores weri better than holistic scores. When 
the aviraie pircintap of the 3 and 4 ratings on traits wire 
coDtlned, the percintagffl of papers totiled 31.8 (ii coipand 
with thi 13,51 rated 3 and 4 holistieilly). 

I nm of the pipers spicifieally addrtssed the glvin 
audlsnoe in promoting ideas, but 20,31 failed to do so. 

I Students did bittir in organizlni papers basid on chrenolo- 
gicil order (riquirid in giving Infonatlon) thm In 
orginiilng pipirs based on leiical order (riquirid in 
proiotini idias), 

*Althouih iudiince is an iiportant considirition for all four 
objictlves of writini, audience « a trait was scorid for 
objective 3 for the purpose of gathering specific infonatlon 
relatefl to audi 
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Ranking of Traits and Percantage of Papers for 
Primary, Secondary, and Tertiary Traits 
for Combined k and 3 Seoris 



Ranking of Traits 
(High to Low) 


3H j i 

Priiary Secondary 


Tirtlary 




82.31 1 1 


82.31 


2, Organliation 
(obj, 12) 


59.71 


59. 


r 




3, Clearly Statad 
Position 


46.91 








4, PC & C 


44.21 ' 1 

1 ! 


44.21 : 


3, Go^litenesa/ 

ncilVinCi 


33JI| 33.81 






1 6* Syntax 


32.8! ' 

1 


32.81 




7. Use of 
Supporting 

Tn f /inn 

4niumation 


i 
1 

21,91 ; 

' { 


213 

1 






§< Invention of 


I 1 ■ 

I 

21.91 : 21.11 ! 

• 1 \ ^ 




{obj, 13) 


18.81 i 18.81 

1 

( 




10, InvisEion of 


15.81 15.81! 

j 

. ._ . i 








14.81 14,81 : 




12, Tone 


12.51 12.51 




13. ifordlng 


i r 






31.91 25.41 32,81 


63.3i 



t Students scored lowest on wording (8,81), Because this 
trait is related to entertaining (objective 4), the low 
score My Indicate a lack of davelopEant in inlgery and 
a lack of eKperlence with figurative language. It may 
also Indicate a lack of eKperience with niultlple lean- 
ings, a narrow range of vocabulary^ or inability to 
vary words and eKpreaalons to fit alo and audience, 

i Students wen relatlvaly weak in syntax; only 32.81 of 
the papers scorid for objective 1 werg rated 4 and 3 for 
lyntax. 
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Instruetlonal Implications 

1. Studints should eontlnug to wrlta for all four objaetlves in leaningful iltmtlons, 

2. Writing ictlvltlis should Mpitaliii on the interists ind ixpirlincee of itudinti, 

3. Thi mmdmm function of writing iheuld k iiphaiizid, and writing should be done for i varlity of audiinces 

for specific purpOilS, ' - -- y mmm^^s 

Studinti should ba iivin opport^lElis to iKpriii thsir feslingi friiiy. use thilr iMilnitioni, and be ereatlvi 
ind inventivi in thilr Idias, Discuiiioni ii will as aansory ixpirlincas should be incouragid, 

I Wffirint liveli of thinklni ihould bi dellberatily divelopid ae ipr^rKjulilte to good wrltlni. 

6. The sntlri prociSl of writing should bi iystiiaticilly tauihts pri-writlni, wrltlni. rivlsing, rawrlting, and 

^ 7. Students ihould bi given iiny opportunities to divilop the skills in which this study his ihown thiy are weak: 
( a, ililng words that are vividj precisej and appropriati, 

b. Maintaining unity and cohirince throuih the uie of i consistent tone, i consistent point of viiw- and 
ippropriiti trmsitlons, \ 

Ci Plinnini pipirs biied on logicil ordir, 

i, Silietlng detiils that are rilivant mi lelictini supporttag infowition thit is relivant and convincing, 
8, m priwry traits should be systiiatleally {iu|ht in nlation to the four purposis of writing. 

h All tniti should be taught in relitlon to purpose, to audlinci, and to the total effect of the paper not in 
so atlsn; iviluition of student writing should give prliary consldarition to the whole plici of writing 
(holistic iViluaeion), ^ 

10, Studints should bi givin oppottunitiis to striagthin thiir control ever s^tax by eeiDbinini sintincei- sieving 
thilr pirti, uiing i vwiity of aodifiers (adjeetivei, phrases, and eiiusei), and using various sinti 



cenee 
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Silultij Milysls and Interpratatlon, and Inst.aetioiial lapUcations 
of Kiuii Dietrict HoliiEic and Trait Scores 



(mi EIGHT 
HOLISTIC ScilS 



Bisuita 



I 

M 
© 
Q 



htcentagi of See 


irai for laeh I 


iaiiing 








El 


ItlfigS* 








3 


2 


1 


0 




li litpwssifli 


m 


34,31 


kill 




M 


5.71 
















I Givlni 


u% 


IIM 


40.31 


37.31 


.01 


3,01 


lafonatloa 














3. FrOttotlQi 
Idias 


m 


21.11 


46.41 


26,11 


.01 


2,91 


4. lafertalning 


lit 


14.31 


55. ?I 


18.61 


,01 


4.31 


mmi 


3.21 


22.11 


47.01 


23.71 


.01 


4.01 



lerQentige of icons ffiiffi Coi 


ibingd 




MM 






4 aad 3 


3ffid2 


ObjiGtlviS 


Ratiaga 


Hatlngs 


1. Ispfiaslng feeliag 


35.71 


80.01 


2« Giving lafonation 


19.41 


58.21 


3, FromotiQi Idias 


24.61 


68.11 


4, laurtaifliQi 


21.41 


70.01 


mm 


25,3^ 


69.11 



%tiogi; 4; Ixcillffll 

3l Good 

2i Fair 

li loor 

0^ Not Scorabli (holistlcally as will as 

for traits) 

li m Seorabli (bollstlQally) 



ERIC 



• Students pirforied bsit in ixprisiing fiiling, objietivi 
1 (la indicattd by the cofflblnsd scsrii of "ixciUint" 
and "pd"), and poorist In givin| infomtion, 
objectlvi 2; howivsr, the icores for ill four objectivis 
were not significantly diffirint. This iiy indlcati 
that by thi tlghth grade etudints havi been |lvsn 
piictice In writini for all four purposes. 

I Seotes for the eighth gradiri for objective 2, giving 
infomition, were lower than thssi for fourth grideri, 
This is loit probibly dm to thi weskniises of the ■ 
asseisient itii itself. Seorers all agreed that the 
infomtion providid wai not sufflclinti fflireover, 
itudants in the eighth grade are not very faiiliar with ' 
driving and thui were unabli to discrlbe an accident 
cliarly, 

I Thtrs were no pipirs that wiri micorable (ritlng 0) 
because thiy were lUigibli or incoiprehiniibli or 
containid little or no writing, The total nuaber of 
piperi scored for gfade ei|ht was 276. 

• ApproxlMtely 4,01 of the papiri were not scorabli 
holisticaliy bicauii the authors did not write on ths 
asiignid topics or deviated larkedly frm the dlreetioas 
provided. (Theie ire paperB tatid X. They were scored, 
however, for Individual traits.) IxpresBlng fielingi, 
objective 1, received the ooit X scores, 
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• The largest number of papers (47,0%) for all four 
objectives were given a rating of "fair," which 
indicates that the qualities Identified as important 
for a particular writing objective were present although 
there were weaknesses and problms which detracted from 
the effectiveneas of the writing. Ihe fact that a large 
percentage of papers (47%) was rated "faif" (rating 2) 
may indicate that audience, in addition to aim, la not 
stressed sufficiently, 

• Slightly less than a fourth (28.7%) of the papers were 
rated "poor" (rating 1). Papers rated "poor" generally 
displayed such weaknesses as unawareneas of audience, 
lack of unity, lack of imagination, trite language, and 
distracting errors in the conventions of writing 
(spelling, punctuation, and eapitallzation) . 

© A very small percentage (3,2%) of the papers was rated 
4, "excellent," This is due to the fact that papers 
were rated against an ideal standard, not on a curve. 
These papers were outstanding in all reapeots| they 
showed an awareness of purpose and audience and were 
clear, coherent, and effective, 

• A large majority of the papers were In the 2 and 3 
categories (69.1%), m±m indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" or "good," 
The potential for better writing is definitely present , 
Moreover, the fact that the nuober of 0 paperfl was 
very minimal also Indicates that students are able to 
communicate at least some of their ideas in writing. 
The scorers observed that students did very little 
revising and editing. The first draft, In mst 
Instances, was the final products 
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THAIT SCORES 



ElsultS 



Fircinta^i of Scons fgr Each Rating 



mmm ii 

h Exprissiviaess 
S; Syntax 
T: PC 6 C 

0Bj;:JTI1 12 

Pi Oiginizarlon 
P; Coipleceniss/ 

Relivmca 
Ti SpiUing 

OBJECTIVE #3 

Pi Claarly Stated 

Fositidn 
Pi Toas 

Pi Otganization 
Pi Use of Support- 
log Ittforaatton 



4.51 



15.41 
1.51 

38.51 



7,51 

IM 
4.51 
1.51 



3 



39,41 
11, it 
4?,0I 



53.81 
15.41 

35.41 



4u.3l 

13.41 
28,4! 
13.71 



31.51 

48,5 

31.81 



23.11 
50.81 

16,91 



38.31 
68.71 

4i.ii 

46.31 



A'udliacgA 



4.51 
16,71 
16.21 



7.71 
32.31 

9.21 



7.51 



10,41 
25.41 
38.81 





Yis 


Kg 


1 




m% 


80,61 


01 


OBJECTIVE #4 










F; iDViQtloa of 


10.41 


33,81 


3?. 31 


13.41 


Structure 










f ; Invi&tlro of 


4.51 


20.91 


53.21 


19.4^ 


Dstalls 










Ft Wgtdlni 


l.SI 


11.91 


73.11 


13.41 


AVERAGE 


8.3^ 


30.11 


44.91 


16.71 



*Althsu|h audience Is m liportane consideration for all 
'bjictlvM of writing, audlinei as i trilt was 

ERJC for objictive 3 for thi purpesi of gathirini 
''ffp^te iofoiutiro rilatd to luai^^^ awareness. 



• Thi trait with the greatist nuobar of 4 and 3 scores 
for the ilghth gradirs wis spelling (73.91), followed 
by or|inliation baied on chroDoloiicil order (69, 
scored for objietivi 2), The trait with the snialliat 
iii^ir of 4 and 3 scores was wording (13.41). 

• Traits were satigoriied accordini to their relative 
iiportaiice as priiaryj secondary, tertiary, The 
tertian traits receivid the greatist oiaiir of 4 and 

3 scores (62,61)5 followed by the secondary (34.^1) 
and prliary (34.01) traits, The rilitlvely bettir 
performnce on tertiiry triits Indicate thi effect of 
instructional iiphasls, 

• A coiparlson of the average percintap for each rating 
(for ill thirteen triiti) shows that the largist percin- 
tap of papers was ratid 2 (44.91). TMs indicites 
that the level of attdnfflent of the traits was "fair," 
althou|h there were lapses which tntirfered with 
commilcation. 

• A coipirlson of the trait and holistle scorei indicates 
that trait scorii wire bitter than hollitic scQres, 
When the averiie percantiiia of the 3 and 4 ratings on 
traits were eo^lned, the pfrcintaia of paperi totaled 
38,4 (as comparid with the 25,31 rated 3 and 4 
hollstlcally). 

• 19.41 of the papirs spiciflcally addrissid the given 
audlinci in prouting Ideis, but 80,61 failed to do 

IS. 

f Studants did better in oriaaiilQg papers based on 
chronologicai ordir (required la ilvini Inforiation) 
than in organlilng papers based on logical order 
(required in pronoting Idiai) , 



155 



itanklng of Traits and Percenta« of hms for . <!f,.»..^ - . , ' 

W«ry. Sacondaty, and leniary s " ! J^^f . J™' ™ 8"'^' thh 

' ! f ^''^ ("bjectlvi 4), th« low' 



^ J — " ^ * ^ 

for Coibined 4 and 3 S 



cores 



of Triiti 
_jHlgh to Low) 


3 h 4 
Scores 


Prlia^ 


Secondary 


Tartiary 


1- Spelling 


73,91 








3. Orginizition 
(obj, 12) ! 


69.21 


69.21 


t 




3. clearly Stated i 53.81 
Position 1 




1 


4. PC a G 


50,01 




; 50.01 


3. Invgntion of , 49. 2| | 
Btructure ' 


49.21 


i 

1 


6. Ixprissivenaas 43.9^ i 


43 Jl 


1 


7. SyntiX 34,9| ' 

' 


34,91 : 


8. Invention of 
Details 


32.9^ ; 


32,91 


i 



My 



9. Orginliation 
(Obj, #3) 



32.91 32,91 



10. Use of 
Suppoftlng 
InfomaEion 


23,41 1 


- -T - ^ . - 

25.4! ' 

1 


11. Tone 


20.91 


20,91 


12. Cooplitiniss/ 
Relivance 


. 16,91 


16.91 


13. Werdiiig 13.4^ 13.4| ' ' 


* w \} 


39.81 

\ i 


34.01 34.91 ' 62,61 
1 



also indloats a Jack of e.prien« with ,ulEi;i. ^an- 

i : ! °' « '"'Wllty to vary 

words and Mpreislons to fit jl„ and audience 



. Student, »ere rilatlvely weak In syntax; only 34.9X of 
Jte PJP«a scored for objective 1 were medV^d Hor 
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hiKuetlonal InrpllMHnna 



I. 



I l«i:r«ctlo. « mi. fo. th. develop.., o, creativity a„d use of l.aglnetlo« 

2. 3Ne.ti ehouia be p„vlded l«.n 1. , ^ 

3.. ^e e„t|« p^^^^^ , , ^^^^^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^ 

«1 .sll. .c.,. « te ..d .e. ap„.i«e, e,,, «... ™iu. 

3. Psni (fiport writing, piripiphlni) should bi taught. 

' !f K -P- in an _ ^ 

mtlally, writing should bi bisad on etudint intimt and e^cperi 



h Ii 



encei. 



8. The prlMty ttilts should bt systewtlcally tmeht In riUtio. t» n,. ♦» 

"J uugni in riiation to tne four purposes of writing. 



9. I''*n| iklUi should be conilstentlv tausht In r.i.K., , , 

dete^lnlng supporting .vldenee, « LL ftulU^ P'P«". 
purpose aid alienee. ^ 'I aiphaehed In relation to 

W. I«its ahould be taught In relation to the pia« ,f siting, .ot 1„ Isolation. 

S: IS:: :X ^™ '^^ - literature, oral activities, 



159 



i'vi t.. 



li ind IntwprititloB, mi Immmil laipliciti.aa 
of Kiuai Dlitrict Hollitle and ttsit Scsris 



QRADI El 



iiiSTie scons 



liaults 



I 

H 
Q 
Wi 
I 





of Searag foi 


r lach i 












T" 






0 


X 


Fiilisgg 




36,21 


48.21 


12.01 


0,01 


O.OI 


a, oivioi 


IM 




54.01 


27.01 


0,01 


0.01 


3. FrpioElng 
Idiai 


0.01 


20. ?l 


62.11 


15.51 


O.OI 


1.71 




3.31 


26.71 


60.01 


10,01 


0.01 


0.01 




2.11 


25.31 


56,11 

■ 


16.11 


0.01 


0.41 



Psrcantagi of Sceyy Whia CfflBblnid 





Qoil^in§d 


Cosjbinid 




4 and 3 


3 and 2 






Ratlnp 


li Ei^reiaing FaillBg 


39.61 


84.41 
7L5I 


2. Giving tnfsniatioa 


19.11 


3, IroiKtiiig Idau 

4, E&t§r£alain|{ 


20.71 
30.01 


Si. 31 
86.71 


AVEBAGI 


im 


81.41 



ERIC 



licsllsat 
3; Good 
2; fair 
li Foor 

0; m Scorrtli (helistlcally as 

Will as for traiti) 
X! Not Seofibli (hDlliEiQally) 



M?iia aai lntantstatlQfl 



f f/^f^™^ IB SKpmiing fiilingi, obji££ivi 
1 (i^^^^diMtid by tha mm scons of "aicellsat" and 

tai rsiiOB for m falitivtly high scoraa b o jiS^ 
liy s that the m was OBI that thi itudints Lull 
sully rslati to biciusi of ths fai^Uirity of thi topic. 

I Mjhou^ studiBts pirfen^d best In ^tmin fieiings, 

t r'J^f ''^ ^^"^ f^oi thi scorn 
for thi other thrae objectivis, The hoiogiBelty of thi 
oui scoris mj be attributid to tiia MBtifluid Initwc^ 
Clonal emphasis oa all four objaetives ia high sehool. 

• Thi« Win BO papers ttat win unscorabli (rating O) 
biMusi thay were illiglbli or iaeoipraheBsible or 
eontalBid little or bo writia|. ^a total nuatir of 
pipers scored for grada ilivin was 239. 

• Oaly ,41 of m papers weri aot scorabli holistically 
bicausi iiii auEhors did aot wrlti on thi assigned topics 
or dilated awkedly fron thi diraetloBs provided, (fhiii 
iw Pipers ritsd 1. Thiy were scored, howaver, for " 
iadividual tralti,) Fromotiai Idias, objictivi 3 
raeeived the Wit X seoras, 

• Thi largsst aimbir of papers (56.11) for all four objic- 
tivii ware givia a ratiag of "fair," which "iadlcatea 

SJU h'"*^^"'"'"^'^^ for i parties 

lir writini objictivi wiri presiat althouih thire weri 
weiknissis and problaas which detractid f roi the 
effectlviniis of thi writlBg. Thi fact chat a largt 
Pircintiii of pipirs (5641) was rated "fair" (ratine 2) 
lay Indicite that audiinci, la addition to ali, Is not 
striisid sufficiently, 

. .161.. .1 



• Less than e fourth (16.1%) of the papars were rated 
•'poor" (rating 1) * These papers generally displayed 
such waakneaaes ae unawareness ot audience, laak of 
unity p lack of imagination, trite iMguage, and 
dlitractlng errors in the conventions of writing 
(spelllngp punctuation, and QapltaliMtlon} , 

• A very small percentage (2*111 of the papers was rated 
4^ "excellent." This is due to the fact that papers 
were rated against an ideal standard p not on a curve* 
These papers were outstanding in all respects | they 
showed an awareness of purpose and audience and were 
clearp coherent, and effective. 

• A large raajorlty of the papers were In the 2 and 3 
categories (81.4%), This Indicates that the writing of 
most students can be considered '-fair" pr "goodi" The 
potential for better writing is definitely present. 
Moreover, the fact that there were no 0 papers also 
Indicates that students are able to eonmunlcate at least 
some of their ideas in writing. The scorers observed 
that students did very little revising and editing. The 
first draft p In most Instances p was the final product* 
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TRAIT SCQKIS 







oijiewvi #1 




h Ijq^risglviaigg 
S; Syntw 




TSPC&C 
















TMpalll&i 




OBJECTS ^3 




h Cliirly Stitid 


7.01 


Foiitloo 

h TOQ€ 


3.51 
0.01 


h OfpsiiitioQ 


Pi Uii of 


0.01 


lafoiiatlen 



Kami 



39,« 



33.31 
55.61 



.41 

36.11 
21.11 
14.01 



46,51 
29.31 
34.41 



38.11 
47.61 



38.61 



54, 
59,61 
66.71 




6.81 
20.61 
17.21 



1^.71 
31.71 

4.SI 



7,01 

3,31 
19,31 
19.31 



«U four Ob letivis ef Writing, ludlence as a tralE 
,ER^lag spiciftq^^^ to audlinei 



toilygls and iBtgtffyitatioH ■ 
• f ' thi gm^^^ 4 and 3 mm 

^ y^-- - ««dioti find iscurity In mmu 
iaWfii 18 that studinti lack fti nieasiiry voeiWlm 
ftcqsapiiih diffsMnt puipeiii. 




m mi of attiinisiQt ef thi traita bis ^ ^ 
« «l S j*' " We« toUW 41.7 




Hanking of Traits and Fereintigi of Hm$ for 
Priiiry, Sieendiry, md lirtiary Twits 
let Cenbittid 4 and 3 Seorii 



. _jHi^ tp Low) 


3 H 
Seoris 


Prlffliry 


Iseondary 


Tirtiiry 


1« SpsUini 








84,21 


t, Cliiriy Stitid 
Fssiclon 


54.41 


— -^-^ 
S4.4I 






— - 


3» Sptax 


49.91 






4i Orianliatlon 
(obj, 12) 


49,21 


49.21 




3, Invintlon of 
Icructure 


48.31 


48.31 






6, PC a C 


48.21 






48. 2| 


^^ Exprgisiveniii 


4i.4l 


46.41 






8i Tom 


40.31 


40.31 


i 




9. Invantloft of 
Datallg 


38.41 


38.41 


^■^^ — f 

1 

1 




10. Wording 


26. H 


26. 


! 




11. Organiiition 
(ebj. n) 


21.^ 


21J 


t 

! 

i 


lit CoiplitiQess/ 


20.61 


20.61 

i 

J 
1 


1 

1 



Siipportlng 
Ififonnatlon 



14.1 



mmmmi that thi riidir who the ludlencfi 
m mi did not ixplleltly or ivin iiplicl ly 
indlcite in audienee. v; ^ 

i 

• Sf^aitt f f bettir m otganlstag papers bw^d on 
to^loilcl order (ri,drd I, givLg l.ta L) 

(requiring Uptoiotiiigidia.), 

t Stodinls icored lowest on m of wpportin. 
Infoniitlon, 



I In 
. m 

I 



Q 
I 



Instfuctional Inp HfjuHnfie 
1. t^tim 8Wd bi give, to for ,Hould bi ,dd«.sed, 

3. 411 four putpoiei mi be t.ugh. In tmis^M sltuatloni. 

4. Prtaity trats should be «pb«i«d 1, relato to e.=h ,f the four purposes of ,ritl„g, 

5. Ib«„s « b, teusbt e.d.e«co««,d; tM„M„, . a pre.«,lsite to good «lt.g «d be e.pb«i.ed. 
a. Treit, rtould be taught i« relation to the total diecouru, m 1« leolatlo.. 

5: « « weakest: 
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?I, LEEWARD DISTRICT 



Results, Analysis ind IntirprsUtion, and Instructional ^plications 
of Leaward District Halistie and Trait Scsris 

GRASIIOUR 
HOLIsnc SCOHIS 



Results 



Pireentige of Scores for Each lilting 







I 


Jtin|s 


* 






QDjectlvig 


A 


i 


£ 


1 

L 


U 


If 

X 


1. Ixprassing 


1.2^ 






25,61 


O.OI 


3,61 


Feillng 














2, Giving 


S.ll 


27.81 


39.21 


25.31 


0,01 


2.51 


InforMtion 














3. FrMtlng 


1.31 


7.71 


59.01 


25,61 


1,31 


5.11 


Ideas 














4. Intirtainlng 


0.01 


15.61 


51.9^ 


27.31 


0.01 


5.2^ 


AVIMGi 


IM 


16,11 


51,61 


25,« 


0.31 


is 



f ercintya o! icoris ta Con 


ibised 


Qbiictivis 


Conbinid 
4 ind 3 ; 
Ratinis 


Combinad 
J^ind 2 
Stings 


L ^priislAg Fiillng 

2. Giving InfonaClon 

3. Frosoting Ijliis 

4. Intsrtiining' 


14.6^ 
32,91 
9,01 
15.61 


69.5;^ 

6i.or 

66.71 
67.31 


' AVERAGE.. 


18.01 


67.71 



*RaciQgis 4; ExctUent 
2s Fiir 



Aaalyili and Intirpritation 

I Ths scsrii for thi four objectlvis virlsd eonsidir-' 
ably. Indicating that; all four objictlvis art not 
conslstantly taught. 

• Studants perforied best In giving Infonatlon, 
obj active 2 (as Indicated by the CQiblned scores of 
"fflECiUtnt" and "|ood"), and pooriit in prQiotlng 
ideaa, objective 3, iimi reasons for the vili- 
tlvely high scores on objective 2 lay be that (1) the 
Itm was one that students could easily relate to 
because of the coisoaallty of the experlince (laklng 
a peanut butter-Jelly sandwich); (2) of all four 
objectlvis, |ivin| Inforniatlon is probably leit 
anphailied In the early grades bicauii of Iti toport» 
anee In dally life; (3) the task of providing inforft" 
atlon' focusis on thi iiiiagi (or reality) that 
alriady ixiiti— that is, studints niid not nicissarlly 
generate., or create Ideai ^i in, for exaiple, enter" ^ 
tilnlng and pronoting ideaa; and (4) the Hawaii 
English Proirii (HEP) includii' praetici in giving 
directions, 

I There were very few pipers that were unicorable 
(rating 0) because they were lUegibla or incoipre'> 
hensibli or eontalned little or no writing . 

1 4.11 of the papiri were not scorable hoUitlcally 
because the authors did not write on the agilped 
topics or d^iatgd larkidly froi the dlrictlons 
provided, (These are papers ratid They were a^ra^ 



howevsr, for indlviduEl traits*) Entertaining, 
objective 4, and promoting Ideas , objective 3, 
reeelvad the moat X sQores (S«2% and 5.1%). 

The largest number o£ papers (51,61) for all four 
objectives were given a rating of "fair" whiah 
Indicates that the qualities Identlflsd as impor*- 
tant for a particular writing objective were pras^nt 
although there were wealmesses and problras which 
detracted from the eff ectivaness of ths writing, The 
fact that a large percentage of papers (51*6%) was 
rated "fair" (rating 2) may Indlcata that almi In 
addition to audlenca, 1§ not stressed suff Iclsntly. 

Slightly mora than a fourth (25.91) of the papars 

were ratad "poor" (rating 1) * Papars rated "poor" 

ganarally dlsplayad such ^waakneasas as unawaransas 

of audience, lack of unity, lack of imagination, trite 

languaga, and distracting arrors In the convantions 

of writing, (spalllng, punctuatlott, and capitalisation) 

A vary small percantaga (1*9X) of the papars was 
ratad 4, "excallant." This Is due to the fact that 
papars wara rated against an Ideal standard, nut on 
a curve* Thasa papers wera outstanding in all 
respects; thay showad an awaranesir of purpose and 
audlanca and were claar, coheiOTt^ and effective. 

A large majority of tha papers ware in tha 2 and 3 
categories (67.7%). This Indicates that tha writing 
of most Btudents can be considered "fair" or "good." 
The potential for better writing Is deflnltaly 
prasent. Moraovar, the fact that the number of 0 
papers was very mlnjinal also Indlcatas that studants 
are able to coflmiunlcate at least soma of their idaas 
in writing, Tha scorers observed that students did 
very llttla revising and aditlng. The first draft, 
in most Instancas, was the final product. 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Results 



Percentage of Sc ores f or Each Rating 



Objectivea 


Rat 


ings 


4 


3 


2 


1 


OBJECTIVE ill 










P, Ixprisslvenisa 


1.31 


21,51 


39.51 


11. n 


3; Syntax 


1,31 




60, ol 


12,61 


T: PC & C 


2.51 


34.21 


45.61 


17.71 


OBJECTIVE 12 










P* r\^n ^ ft ^ ¥ 4 niii 

£ •> urgEniziLLon 




41,61 


37.72 


7.81 


Ll i f 1 a ^ a a a / 

jr! lonipiiCinfiss/ 




31.21 


42,51 


18.21 


li spilling 




40.21 


20.81 


a.5i 


OBJECTIVE 13 










P: Clearly Stated 


QM 


31.51 


57,51 


11.01 


Pnsi ATI 












OM 


8.21 


79.41 


12.31 


f. urganizacion 


0.01 


12.3! 


f i 1 Si 

64.4! 


23,31 


Pi Uis of SuDijQrt* 


O.OI 


12.31 






ing Infonnitlon 












Audience* 


















Yes 


No 


1 






71.21 


28,01 


O.OI 














P; Iwention of 


1.41 


27.41 


49.3^ 


21,91 


Q true cure 










Pi Invention of 


1.41 


19.21 


54.81 


24,71 


Ditails 










F: Wording 






71.21 


24.71 


AVEMQE 




a,oi 






16.01 


23,01 


53.01 



*Althou|h ludiinaa is an iiportant censidiTatlon for 
all four objectivii of writing, audiinci as a trait 



m% scored for objsctlvi 3 for ths purposi of githiring 
specif 1q inforiatioD relatid to audiincg awarineei, 
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Analysis and Interpretation 

• The trait with the greatist nuinbir of 4 and 3 
scorss for the fourth graders was spellln| (72.71), 
followed by organization based on chronological 
ordir (34.61, scored for objective 2). The trait 
with the smallest nuinber of 4 and 3 scores was 
wording (4.11). 

1 Traits were categorizsd according to their relative 
iiportanci as primary, sicondary, tertiary, The 
tertiary traits received the greatest nuiber of 4 and 

3 scoris (54.71), followid by the secondary (26,61) 
and prliary (23,41) traits. The relatively better 
perfoniance on tertiary traits Indicates the effect 
of instructional eiphasli, 

• A comparison of the avarigi pircentage for each 
rating (for all thirteen traits) shows that the 
largest pircenta|i of papirs was rated 2 (53.01). 
This indicates that the level ofattaiiment of the 
traits was "fair," although thire were lapses which 
interfered with comunication, 

• A comparison of the trait anrl holistic scores 
indicates that trait scores were bitter than 
holiatic scorei, When thi average pircintagis of the. 

4 and 3 ratings on traits w«ri eofflbinedj the per- 
cintage of pipers totaled 31 (as eorapirid with the 
18.01 rated 4 and 3 holiitleally) . 

• 71,21 of the pipers spiclflcilly iddreiiid thi given 
audiinci in proioting Idiai, but 28,01 f ailed, to do 

10, 

I Studerts did bitter in or|anlzln| papers based on 
ehronolo|ieal order (riqulrid in givin| inforiation) 
than in organiilng papers baged on logical prdir 
(riquirid In proioting idias), 
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g of Traits and 1-. cceiitage of Papers for 
Priiiiary, Seeondary, and Tertiary Traits 
for Combined 4 and 3 Scores 



i 
i 



Ranking of Traiti 
(High to Low) 


3 & 4 
Scoree 


Primary 


Sacondary 


Tertiary 


L Spilling 


n,n 






72.71 


2, Oriiniiacion 
(obj. 12) 


54.11 


34.61 


> 




3. Cofflpleteness/ 

Rilevaiice 


39.01 


39.01 






4. PC&C 


36.71 






36.71 


h Clearly Stated 
Position 


31,31 


28.81 






6, Invintlgn of 
Structuri 


28.81 


28.31 






1, Syntax 


26.61 




26,61 




8, ExpiflSiivinegs 


22.81 


22.31 






9, Invention of 
Details 


20. ?l 


20.7^ 






10, Uie ef Supporting 
Inforffiation 


12.31 


12.31 




- - 


11. Organlzitlgn 
(obi. f3) 


12.31 


12.31 






12, Tone 


8.21 


8,21 






13, Wording 


4.1^ 


4.11 






AVERA6E 


28.5! 




26,61 


34.71 



• Students scored lowest on ./ordlng (4,11), Because 
this trait is related to entBrtiining (objectivs 4), 
the low score may Indlcita a lack of devilopmsnt in 
iiapry and a lack of expreienca with flguritlve 
language, It lay also indicate a lack of esper.Jnce 
with multiple nieinlngs, a narrow rangl of vocabulary, 
or inability to vary words and expressions to fit aim 
and audisnca, 

I Students wsri relativily weak in syntax; only 26,61 
of the papers scored for objective 1 were ratid 4 
and 3 for syntax, 



InstrucElQnal Implications 



1. Students should be taught froin the early gradis to write for all four objectivgi in meaningful sltuitlons, 

2. Writing activities should capitalize on the interests and sxperiencei of students, 

3. The conraunicition function of wrltlni should be empliailzid, and writing should be done for a variety of 
audiences for specific purposes. 

4. Students should be given opportunities to ixpresa their fielings freely, use their iMginations, and 

be creative and inventive in thiir ideas* Discussions as well as sensory experiencis should be sncouraged, 

!. thlnkini skills should be consistintly tau|ht in relation to writin|, especially In organizing papers, 
deeennining supporting evidence, and selectln| details. Thinkini skills should be eiiphisl^ed in relatioti 
to purpoie and audience, 

i, The entire process of writing should be systeinatlcilly taughti pta-writingj siting, revlslngj reyriting, 
and edltin|, 

I 

H 1. Students should be given many opportunities to divelop the skills in which this study has shown they are 
I weak: 

I, Using words that ire vivid, precise, and ippropriati, 

b. Maintiinlni unity and coherenci through the use of a consiitent tone, a consistent point of view, and 
appropriati transitions. 4 

£, Plannini papers bilid on logical order, 

d. Silicting details that are relevant and selecting supporting Inforiatlon that is relevant and eonvlnclng, 

8, The prliary traits shouid be systeMtlcilly taught in relation to Che, four purposes of writing, audience 
and to thi total effecc of the paper, not in isolation, 

9, 'Evaluitlon of itudint writing ihould give prjbiary eonsldiration to thi whola plici of writlni (holistic 
ivaluitlgn) , 

^\ 

10, StudinEs should be |ivin opportunities to stren|then their control ovir syntix by eoibinlB| lentincei, 
ffloving thiir parti, using a variety of inodifiirs fadjsctivis, phraiM, and clauiss)^ and usiRg various 
geattnci lengths. 
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Results, Analysis and Intirprstation, and Initructionil Iiplicitions 
of Umti District Holistic and Trait Scores 



GRADE Ix m 
HOLISTIC fm 



Results 



Pgrcintage of Scores for Eaeli Ratinj 







latinis* 


Qbigctlvli 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


X 


1, Expriiiing 

Feelings 


4.11 


32,91 


52.11 


U.ll 


0.01 


0.01 


2. Giving 
Inforiacion 


4.41 


29.41 


4?. 11 


li.il 


0.01 


0.01 


3, Proiotlng 
Idiis 


3,61 


28,21 


50,?l 


15.51 


0,01 


0.01 


4, intirtalning 


2.61 


34.21 


51.31 


10.51 


O.OI 


1.31 












AVERAGE 


k,l% 


31.11 


50,3^ 


14,01 


0,01 


0,31 

















Pereentagi of Seoni Whin Coroblnsd 





Ceiblnsd 
4 and 3 
Ritingi 


Ceiblnsd 
3 and 2 
Ritingi 


L Expri9§lng Feelini 


3?.0I 


85.01 


2, Givlni InfdtMtioQ 


33.81 


UM 


3. Proiotlni Idias 


33.81 


UM 


4, IntertiMni 


36.81 


85,51 


AVERAGE 


35.41 


81.51 



^Ritinis; 4; Ixcallint 
3s Good 
2 I Fair 
1; Poor 

l^g 0: Nat Scoribli (hslistlcally « 
Will as for tralti) 
o X; Not Seorabli (holiiticilly) 
ERIC 



Analysis and Interpretation 

I Studgnti psrformid bist in ixpriseing fislings, 
objictlvi 1 (ai indlcatid by thi combinid icorei 
of "excellsnt" and "good"), and poorsst in giving 
informations objictivt 2, and proniotlng Idsai, 
objictivi 3; howivirj thi scoris for all four 
obj actives wire not significantly diffarenti Ms 

^ indicate that by thi sighth pads, studsnts 
i } been given practice in writing for all four 
purposis, 

• Scores for the eighth gradiri for all four objictlveB 
nu higher than those for fourth graderi, This is 
ioit probibly dus to greatgr instructional iaphaiis 
on writing during the Interaadiati gradse. 



f Nons of thi pipiri were unscoribli (rating 0) bBcause 
they wsrs illigibls or Incoaprihinsible or contained 
littlf or no witing, 

• A llttli over one pir cent (1,31) of thi papirs mt% 
not icorabli hollitieally bsciuie the authors did 
not writi on thi assigned topics or devlatid aarkedly 
froi the directions providid, (Thisi are pipiri rated 
X, Thiy wirs icoridj howivirj for Individual traits,) 
Intsrtaininij objective 4, recilvid ths only X scoris. 



• The largest number of papers (50,3^) for all four 
objectives were given a rating of "fair,'' which 
indicates that the qualities identified as important 
for a partiGular writing objective were present 
although there were weaknesses and problems which 
detracted from the effectiveness of the writing* 
The fact that over half of th<^- papers were rated 
"fair" tniy indicate that audience, in addition to 
aim, is not stressed sufficiently, 

• As compared with the fourth -grade scores ^ the per- 
centage of upper scores (4 and 3) for the eighth . 
grade increased from 18*0% (grade 4) to 35s4% 

(grade 3), 

9 Moreover, fewer papers (14,0%) were rated "poor" as 
compared with the fourth grade (25,9%) ^ indicating 
that students are improving, Howeverj some of the 
weaknesses evidenced by fourth graders still perslstedi 
unawareness of audience, lack of vivid use of language 
and riatailss and use of incorrect information and weak 
supporting evidence* 

• A very small percentage (4,1%) of the papers was 
rated 4, "eKcellent," This is due to the fact that 
papers were rated against ar ideal standard, not on 

a curve. These papers were outstanding in all respects; 
they showed an awareness of purpose and audience and 
were clear , coherent, and effective, 

m A large majority of the papers were in the 2 ar*^ > 
categories (81,5%). This indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" or "good." 
The potential for better writing is definitely 
prfesent. Moreover, the fact that there were no 0 
papers also Indicates that students are able to 
communicate at least some of their ideas in wltlng. 
The scorers observed that students did very little 
revising and editing. The first draft, in most 
Instance, was the final product. 



TRilT SCORES 



Results 



Percentage of Scores for Each Ra ting 



Objectivis 


4" 


3 


2 


1 


OBJECTIVE ill 










P; Exprasslvenass 

syntax 

T: PCiC 


5.31 
8.21 


48. 8i 
38. 4X 


45,21 
39,7! 


5,51 
ilM 
13,71 


OBJECTIVE n 










P: Orianis. on 
P: Coinplet! mj 

RelevaaC- 


25,01 
8.81 


33. Of. 
29.41 


35.81 
42.61 


5,91 
19.11 


T- Spelling 




30,91 


8,81 


4.41 


OBJECTIVE 13 










Pf Clearly Stated 
Position 


lis. 


50.71 


32.41 


5,61 


P: torn 

P: Organization 
c, uie 01 bupporc- 
ing Infsniiation 


7.01 
11.31 
1.41 


22.51 
19.71 
28.21 


64.81 
59.21 

47,91 


5.61 
9.91 
22.51 












Audience* 








Yei 


No 








23,9;? 


76.1^ 


0 




OBJEGTIVl H 








- - - ■ 


P: Invintlon of 
Structure 

Pi Invintlon of 
Ditalls 

P: Vording 


12.01 
4.01 
4.01 


46.7/i 
37,31 
17.31 


41.31 
53.3^ 
73.31 


0.01 
5.31 
f.OI 


AVIRAGE 


U.OI 


34.01 


46.01 


9.01 



*Althou|h iudiiaei is m iiportant considsrition for 
ill four objsctivii of witini, iudiincs is g triit 
was scored for objictlvi 3 for thi purpoii of pEher- 
, ing specific inforaition rilitid to ludiinsi iwirinisi. 
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Analysis and Intgrpretation 

e Ihi trait with the greatest number of 4 and 3 scores 
for ths eighth graders was ipelllng (8SJI), followid 
by clearly stated position (62.01) and orginiMtion 
based on chnnologieal order (58,81, scored for 
objective 3, . The trait with the silliest numbir of 
4 and 3 scores was wording (21.31). 

f Traits were categorized accordl; j to their relative 
iiportanci as priraaryj secondary, tertiary, The 
tertiary traits riceived the greatest number of h 
and 3 scprea (66.71), followed by thi secondiry 
(46,51) and prlinary (41,91) traiCi, The relatively 
better perfonince on tertiary Cralts Indicates the 
effect of instructional itnphasis. 

I A coniparison of the average percentagi for each 
rating (for all thirteen traits) shows that the 
lariegt pircintage of papers was ratid 2 (46.01), 
This indicates that thi livel of ittaininent of the 
traits was "fair," althouih there wire lapses which 
intirfered with csmunicatlon. 

I A coDipariion of thi trait and hgllstlc scores Indicatii 
that trilt scores were bitter than holiitlc scores. 
Whin thi aviragi percintages of tha 4 and 3 ratings 
on trilts were coiabinedj t' ■ psrcentiii of papirs 
totaled 45 (as conparid with the 35, 4i ritid 4 and 
3 hollstlcally). 

I 23.91 of the papirs ipiclflcilly addrissed the given 
ludieaca in proiotlng ideas, but 76.11 faiiid to do so. 

• Studinti did bitter in or|aniiin| pipirs based on 
chronological order (requirid in giving inforiatlnn) 
than In organizing paper? biiid on logical ordir 
(requirid in proDioting ;.iias) . This finding lims 
to bi dirictly rilatid to thi data obtalnid froi 
tsichirs about currint pricEicis Itt writing instruc- 
tion, which Indicited that thi filitionsbip l:£wsin 
writing and. thinking is not eonsisEintly imphaslEed, 



Ranking of Traits md Pircentage gf Papers for 
PriBary, Secondary, and Tertiary Traics 
for Coiibined h and 3 Scores 



Ranking of Triits 
(High to Low) 


3 k 4 
Scorii 


Prtmary 


_|icondary 


Tirtiary 


1 Spelling 


S6.8I 






86.81 


2, Cleirly Stated 
Position 


62.01 


62.01 






jobjectlve 11) 


58 W 


JOiO/s 






h Tnvgntlon of 

StrucLure 

















- 




6. 








64.61 


l^Syntix 


46,51 




46.51 




B, Invintlon of 
Detalli 


41.31 


41.31 




— 


9. Coipletanesi/ 


38.21 


38.21 






10, OFganizacion 
(obieetivi l31 


31.0^ 


31.01 






U, Usi of Supporting 
Infomtion 




29.61 






12, lone 


29.31 


29.51 






13, Wording 


_ 21.31 


21,31 






AVERAGE 


46.11 


4l.9j| 


46JI 


66.71 



• students scorid lowiit on wording (21.31), 
Becauiithis trait is related to entirtainlng 
(objactivi 4), thi low scora may indiciti a 
lack of ixperiinci with figurative language, 
It may also indicate a lack of eKperiinei with 
multiple Biianings, a narrow range of vocibuliry, 
or inability to vary words anu expressions to fit 
aim and audience, 
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Instruetional IffiplicaCijns 

1, Writing instruction should provide for the divelopiint of creativity and use of Iffiiglnatljn, 

2, Students ihould be provided instruction in tk use of vivid languagi and figures of speech , 

3. The entire piocess ,o£ writing should be systeiati-ally taught: pre-wtiting, m.uiag, revising, rewriting 
and editing. 

4. The Hawaii English Prograsij Secondaryj should be used where appropriatei i.gH crafting units,' to provide 
opportunities for giving Infomition as an objective, 

i 

5. Fori (report, essays, letters, short storlei, and poeins) should be taught , 

6, Writing for ttii purposei and for various audiences should be integrated in all English courses as well 
as in other courses such as sociil studies, sciince, and health. 

I h Initially, writing should bi based on student interest and experiences. 

1^ §, The primiry traits should be systiiatically taught in relation to the four purposes of writing, 

9, Thinking ikills should be csnslstently tau|ht in relation to writing, gspiclllly in oriinizing papers, ^ 
deteriining supporting evidenci, and silecting dstiils* Thinking skills should be iniphaiiied in relition 
to purpose and audience, 

10, Traits should-bi taught in relation to the whole piece of writing, not in isolation. 

IL A variity of resources should be used to iippove and expand upon the use of words i literature, oral 
activities 5 real life experiences, sensory activities, etc. 
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Results, Analysis and Interpretation, and Instructional Iniplications 
of Leeward District Holistic and Trait Scores 



GRADE ELEVEN 
HOLiS^TIC SCORES 



H 
I 



Results 



Percentage of Scores for Each Rating 







RatingE 


* 


Objectives 


4 


3 


r 


1 


0 


X 


1. Expressing 


O.QI 


37.71 


45.91 


16.31 


0,01 


0,01 


Failings 














2, Giving 




30.41 


44.51 


23.21 


IM 


0.01 


Infonatlon 
3. Proinoting 


L6I 


19.01 


54,01 


25.01 


0,01 


O.OI 


Ideas 














4. Entertaining 


3.31 


21.71 


56.71 


18,31 


0.01 


O.Di 


AVERAGE 


L2I 


27.21 


52.31 


20.71 


0.52 


0.01 



Percentage of Scores Wiert Combined 



, Objictivsi 


Gorabined 
4 and 3 
Ratinp 


Goibined 
3 and 2 
Ratings 


1. ExpriSSini Feeling 


37.71 


83,61 


2. Givini Inforinition 


30.41 


75.01 


3, Proinoting Ideas 


18.61 


73.0I 


4. Entertiinlng 


25,(11 


78.41 


AVERAGE 


27.91 


77.51 



i ^1 
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* ||tln|i; 4: Excillint 

3: Good 

2: Fair 

l! Poor 

0: Not Scorabli (hDlistically ii 

Will as for traits) 

Xs Not Scorabli {hollstically) 



Ana_ly;sls_ and Interpre ta tion 

I The scores for the four objectives varied, indicatin| 
that all four objectives are not consistintly taught, 



• Students perfonned best In expressing feelinpj 
objective 1 (as indicated by the coinbined scores of 
"excellent" and "good"), and poorest in promotini ideas, 
objective One reason for the relatively high scores 
on objicti,ii 1 lay be that the itiin was one that the 
students could easily relate to because of the famil- 
iarity of the topic, 



ff There were very few papers that were unscorable 
(ratini 0) because they were illegibie or incompri- 
hensible or contained little or no writing, 



• There were no papers that weri unscorable holiatically 
becausa the authors did not write on the assigned 
topics or divlated markedly froni the dirictions provided 
(rating t) . 



f The largest nuraber of papers (50.31) for ill four 
gbjectives wire given a rating of "fair," which 
indicatis that the quilitles iientlfiid as iiportant 
for a particular witing objective were present 
ilthough there were wiiknesiis and probliis which 
dfitractid froin the effectiveness of the writing. 
The fact that a lar|i percenta|e of papers (50.31) 
was rated "fair" (rating 2) iiy indicats that audienci, 
in addition to ill, is not itrissid iufflciently. 
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« Slightly less than a fifth (20.7%) of the papers 

were imted ■*poor" (rating 1)* These papers generally 
displayed such weaknesses as unawareness of audiences 
lack of unltys lack of imagination, trite languages^ 
and distracting errors in the conventions of writing 
(spelling^ punctuatiDn, and capitalization) , 

• A very small percentage (1,2%) of the papers was 
tated 4, ^'excellent, " This is due to the fact that 
papers were rated against an ideal standard ^ not on 
a curve. These papers were outstanding in all 
respects I they showed an awareness of purpose and 
audience and were clears coherent , and effective, 

• A large majority of the papers were in thn 2 and 3 
catagoriea (77,5%)* This indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" and --good," 
The potential for better writing is definitely present* 
Moreover J the fact that the number of 0 papers was very 
minimal also Indicates that students are able to commu-^ 
nicate at least some of their ideas in writing. Scorers 
observed that students did very little revising and 
editing. The first draft , in most instances , was the 
final product- 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Results 



Percentage of Scoras for Each Rating 





Satinp 


Objectives 


i 

4 


J 


L 


1 


or ECTIVE u 










P* Expressivgiiess 
Si Syntax 


1,61 

1 hJ 

IM 


42,61 

n.n 


40,91 
in 

44.71 


21.31 


OBJECTIVE 12 
P' Organization 


14.51 


41.81 


30,91 


12.71 


P: Coipletiniss/ 


IM 


34. 5S 


41,81 


21.81 


Relevance 
T; Spelling 


11 M 


50.91 


10.91 


10,91 


OBjECTIVE 13 










P- Clearly Stated 


6.31 


41.31 


46.01 


6.31 


Position 
P: Tone 

P: Orgattizatlon 


1.61 
4.81 


17.51 
19,0^ 


71.41 


9.51 


pj Ise of Support- 
Ing rnforMtlon 


\M 


12 JI 


32.4% 


33.31 




Audience* 








Yes 




1 






17.51 


i4.ir 


71.4L 




OBJlCf IVE 14 










P: Invention of 


3.01 


30,01 


4S.3I 


16.71 


Structure 
P; Invention of 


O.OS, 


21.71 


56.71 


21.71 


Datailg 
Pi Wording 


0.01 


IS.QX 


71,71 


13.31 


AVEEAGl 


3.21 


30,21 


46.51 


17,71 



*Although ludience is an iripgrtant consideration for 
all four objscEivss of witing, audisnci as a trait 
was scorid for objective 3 for thi purpose d %KtUt^ 



specific information related to audiinci awareness. 
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Analysis and Intgrpretation 

i The trait vith the greatest number of 4 and 3 icores 
for the eleventh graders was spelling (78,21), 
followed by orpnlzation based or. chronolo|ical 
grder (56.21, scored for objaccive 2). The trait 
with the SMllest number of 4 and 3 scores wai 
wording (14,31), The high scores on spelling in- 
dicate the effect of instructional emphasis on this 
trait. It may also indicate that students find 
security in resorting to common, easy-to-spell words. 
The low score on wordini Indicatie that students 
lack the necessary vocabulary to comunicate 
effectively to a variety of audiences to aeconiplish 
different purposes, 

I Traits wire cate|orizid according to Chelr relative 
iiportanca as primary, secondary^ tertiary, The 
tertiary tralti reciived ths greatest nuinbir of 4 
and 3 scores (56,21), followed by the iecondiry {34,31) 
and the priiary (31,3^) traits. The relatively 
better perforniince on tertiary traits indicates the 
effect of InitructioMl emphasis, 

t k coiparlson of the average percentage for each 
tdting (for all thirteen traits) shows that thi 
largest percentage of papers was rated 2 (46.51), 
This indicates that the level of ittainmii.t of the 
traits was "fairs although there were lapili which 
interfered with cofflmunicstion, 

I A comparison of thi trait and holistic scsres in- 
dicates that tjait scores were eomewhit hi|her than 
holistic scons. Whin the avira|i pereentagei of the 
4 and 3 scores on tralti were conibined, the pircintagi 
of papirs totaled 33,41 (is cofflparsd with the 27,91 
rated 4 and 3 holistieally) . 

• 1?,5I of thi papers ipicif'ically Rddreisid thi |iven 
audience in proioting Ideiij but 14.11 failed to do 
so, Scorers were unabli to detemine whither papirs 
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Ranking of Traius and Percentap of Piperg for 
PriMry, Secondary, and Tertiary Traits 
for Coiibiiiid 4 and 3 Scores 



Ranking of Traits 
(High to Low) 


3 4 4 
Scores 


Prif iry 


Sicondary 


Tirtiary 


1, Spelling 


13.31 






78,31 


2, Organization 
(objective 2 


56. 21 


— — — 
56.21 






3, Clearly Stated 
Fosltion 


47.61 


47.61 






4, Expressivensg 


44.21 


44., 21 






5, Cgipleteness/ 
Relevance 


36.31 


36.31 






6, Invintion of 
Structure 


35. Dl 


35.01 






1, Syntax 


34,31 




34.31 




8, PC&C 


34.31 






34.31 


9, Organization 
(objective 3) 


23.81 


23. Bl 






10. Invention of 
Details 


21.71 


21.71 






11, Tone 


19.11 


19.11 


1 




12, Wording 


15.01 


15.01 






13, Use of SuppoJtini 
Infoniation 


14.31 


14.31 






AVERAGE 

^L- ■ ■ 


35.41 


31.31 


34.31 


56.21 



addresssd an audience for 71.41 of the papers; 
thisi papers assunigd that the riader knew who 
the audience was and did not implicitly or evan 
implicitly indicate an audience, 

i Students did better in organizing papirs baled 
on chronological ordsr (required in giving infor- 
Mtion) than in orpnigln| papare based on logicil 
ord^.r (requirid in promoting ideas) , 

• Students scored lowsst on use of supporting infor- 
Mtion (liJi). Because this trait is related to 
entertaining (objective 4)j the low scon nay in- 
dicate I lack of dsvfilopnient in iMgery and a lack 
of ixpwianci with figurative languagei It may 
also indicate a lack of exparlence with iultlple 
meanliigSi a narrow range of vocabulary j or in- 
ibility to vary words and expressions to fit aim 
and audience* 
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Instructional Inplicatlons 



1, Cpntinued eipksis should be givan to writing for aii and audience. As fnuch as possiblij a rial 

audiince should be addressed. 

2, Instructional tine should be sat aside for pre-writin| activities, Thije activities should provide 
an opportunity for students to examine their own feelings, share their ideas, and learn throu|h group 
dynamics how to coiinunicate cliirly and iffectively. Planning a paper should also be an important 
focus of pre-writing activities. 

3, All four purpoaes should be taught in raeiningful situations. 

k, Primary traits should be eiphaslzed in relation to each of the four purposes of writing. 

5, Thinking skilli should be conslstintly tlught in rilatlon to writing, espacially in grginizlng papers, 
ditiniinini supporting evidence, and selectin| details, Thinking skills should hi eiphaiized in relation 
to purpose and audience. 

.1 

M 6. Traits ihould be taught in relation to the total discourst, not in isolation. 
I 

1, Eiphasis should be pliced on instruction in those traits in which the studints were found to be weakest: 
use of supporting Infomation, wording, tonej Invention of detaili, and organiiation (objective 3), 



194 , 195 



ERIC 



VII, MAUI DISTRICT 



Results, Analysis and Interpretation, and Instructional IttpUcatioiis 
f Maui District Holistic and Trait Scores 
GRADE FOUR 
HOLISTIC SCORES 



Results 



Percentage of Scores for Each Rating 



Objectives 



1. Expressing 
Feeling 

2. Giving 
Information 



3. Promoting 

H Ideas 

H 

' 4, Entertaining 



AVERAGE 



0.0% 



0.0% 



0.0% 



2.0% 



8.1% 



21.6% 



20.0% 



14.5% 



Ratines* 



2 1 J_L X 



48.6% 



52.7% 10.8% 



56.0% 



16.1% 



39.2% 



0.0% 



m 



4.1% 



6.8% 



21.3% 



50.0% 25.0% 



51.8% 24.1% 



0.0% 



0.0^ 2.7% 



0.0%10.5% 



6.1% 



Objectives 


Combined 
4 and 3 
Ratings 


Combined 
3 and 2 
Ratings 


1. Expressing Feeling 

2. Giving Information 

3. Promoting Ideas 

4. Entertaining 


8.1% 
29.7% 
20.0% 
14.5% 


56.7% 
74.3% 
76.0% 
64.5% 


AVERAGE 


18.1% 


67.9% 




3: Good 
2; Fair 
1: Poor 

0: Not Scorable (holistically 

as well as for traits) 
X: Not Scorable (holistically) 



irpfetation 

• The scores for the four objectives varied coniider- 
ably, indicating that all four objietlvis are net 
consistently taught, 

• Students performed best in giving information, 
objective 2 (ii indicated by the coablnid scoris of 
excellent" and "good") , and poorest in expreising 
feelings, objictlve 1. Soii nasens for thi rela- 
tively high icoris on objictivi 2 may bi that (1) the 
item was one that studgnti could eiaily riliti to 
because of the eomonality of the ixperlsnci (making 
a peanut butter^elly sindwich); (2) of all four 
objectives, giving inforiitign is probably lest 
emphasized in thi early gradis because of its inpdrt- 
ance in daily life; (3) the task of providing Infoni- 
ation focuses on thi iissigi (or riality) that 
already exiits-that Is, itudsnts need not necissarily 
generate or craate idiia is in, for ixampii, incir- 
talning and promoting Ideis; ind (4) the Hawiil 
English Progrii (HEP) includss practici in giving 
directions. 



I Of 299 papers, thiri wire no unscorabli 
papers becausi they were Illegible or Inc 
or contained littli or no writing, 



I 0) 

iheniibii 



• 6.1% of the papirs wiri not scorable holistically 
because the luthors did not write en the assignid 
topics or diviatid mirkedly from the dlraetigni 
provided. (These are pipera tmi X. They wire 
scored, howiver, for individual triiti.) Entertaining, 
objective 4, reciived the most X icorea, 
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The largest mmhmt of papera (51, 8X) for all four 
objectivea were given a rati^ of "fair," which 
indicates timt the qualities identified mm important 
for a particular writl^ objective were present 
although there were weaknesaes and problm which 
detract^ from the effectiveness of the witing. The 
fact that a large percentage of papers (51*8%) was 
rated "fair" (rating 2) may indicate that audience^ 
in addition to aim, is not stressed sufficiently* 

Slightly less than a fourth (24,1%) of the papers 
were rated "poor" (rating 1), Papers rated "poor" 
generally displayed such weaknesses as unawareness 
of audience, lack of unitys lack of Pagination, trite 
language, and distracting errors in the coin^entions of 
witing (spellings punctuation, and capitalization)* 

A very small percentage (2.0%) of the paper a was 
rated 4, "excellent," This is due to the fact that 
papers were rated against an ideal standard, not on 
a curve. These papers were outstanding in all 
respects; they showed an awareness of purpose and 
audience and were clear, coherentj ai^ effective. 

A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (67.8%). This indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" or "good." 
The potential for batter writing is definitely 
present. Moreover ^ the fact that there were no 0 
papers also indicates that students are able to 
comaunicate at least some of their ideas in witing* 
The scorers observed that students did very little 
revisli^ and edlttog. The first draft, in most 
instances, was the final product. 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Riiults 



I 

M 

y 
i 



Peretnta^e of ScDrei fo: 



Objeetivse 



n Each Rating 
Ratlngi 



OBJECTIVE II 

S: SyntM • 
Ti PC & C 

OBJECTIVE 12 

Orginiiition 
F: Conpliteniis/ 

Eilevance 
Ti Spglllng 

OBJECTIVE 13 

P; Clearly Stated 

Foiition 
Ps Teni 

Pi .Organiiatlon 
Pi Use of Support- 
ing Inforiitloii 



0.01 
IM 

m 



4.31 
29.01 



0. 01 
Q.OI 

m 

1. n 



3 



14,11 
21.11 
33.81 



39.1^ 
33,31 

36.2^ 



41.11 

15.11 
15,11 
12.31 



2 



60,61 
47,91 



40,61 
49,31 

30.41 



43.SI 

72.61 
74.01 
63.0^ 



25.41 
18.31 
13.51 



2.91 
13,01 

4.31 



15.11 

12,3^ 
9.61 
21,91 



Audiince* 



OBJECTIVE 14 

P: Invintion of 
Structure 

P' Invention of 
Details 

P| Wording 



I 



Yes 
72.61 



1.51 



1.51 



O.OS 



No 

27.41 



23,51 



57.41 



4.91 



14.71 



4,41 



23.41 



66.21 



83.ai 



57.51 



17.61 



17,61 



11.81 



14.21 



^Altiiough audience ii an important consldiration for 
all four objectivii of writing, audience as i trait 
gD|(--scorid for objeetivi 3 for the purpose of githering 
,. Hi^iiDlfle infennaUon relitid to audienca iwareness. 



Analyils and Interpretation 

• The trait with the greatest number of 4 and 3 
icorti for the fourth iradirs was spilling (73.21), 
foUowid by orianiiition based on chrenologicil 
ordir (56,5lj scored for objictlvi 2). The trilt 
with the smalleit nuiber of 4 and 3 scores »as 
wording (4.4!). 

• Traits were citegorized iccording to thilr tilatlvi 
Importance as priiary, aecondarys tertiary. The 
tertiary traits rieilvid thi griitest numbir of 4 
and 3 scores (50.91), followid by the priiary (24.21) 
and sicondary (23.91) traits, The rslativily better 
perf owiance on tirtiary traits indicates the sff let 
of Inetructlonal imphasis. 

• A coiparlson of thi averagi percintige for each 
Mting (for 111 thlrtisn traits) shows that the 
lirgist pircintagi of papers was rated 2 (57.51), 
This Indicatis that the livel of attaimiint of the 
traits was "fair," although then weri lapsis which 
interferid with comuinlcitlon. 

• A comparison of thi trait and holistic scorti 
indicates that trait scoris were bitter than 
holistic scoris. Whin the avirage percentigis of the 
4 and 3 ratin|s on traits win coiblnid, the per- 
centagi of papers totaled 28.31 (as coiparid with the 
18.11 rated 4 and 3 holistically) , 

• 72.61' of the papiri ipeciflcaliy affiessid^ "rt^ 
iudiince in promoting idias, but 21,4^ fallid to do 
io. 

• Studints did bitter in organizing papers based on 
chronological ordir (riqulred In giving Infomiitlon) 
thin in organiging pipers basid on logical order 
(raquirad in promoting ideas), 
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Ranking of Traits and Fefcanta|a of Papers for 
Primary, Sicondaryj and Tirtlary Traits 
for Ooiblnid 4 and 3 Scoria 



Ranklni of Triiti 
(High to Low) 



1. Spelling 



2. Organization 
(obj. #2) 



3. Clearly Btatid 
Position 



4i Cooipleteness/ 
Relivanci 



5, PC & C 



6, invention of 
Structuri 



7, Syntax 



8, Organliitlon 
(obj, 13) 



9, Iiwsntion of 
Ditalls 



3 k 4 
Scorei 



65.21 



56.31 



41.11 



37.61 



36,61 



25. Dl 



23.9^ 



16.51 



16.21 



10, Tom 



11, Uae of Supporting 
Infomation 



12. &{pra§slvena§s 



13. Nsrdlng 



15.12 



15.01 



14.11 



iry 



36,51 



41.11 



37.61 



25.01 



Sicondary 



Iirtiary 



65.21 



23.91 



16,51 



16,21 



15.1^ 



15.01 



36.61 



14.11 



4.41 . 4,41 



I Students icorsd lowest on wording (4,41). Because this 
trait is relatid to flntertilning (objictiva 4)^ the Im 
score nay indicati a lack of developent in Iniaiery and 
a lick of ixpsrlince with figurative lan|uaga. It may 
also indicati a lack of expariince vlth nultlpli 
niiinings, a narrow range of vocabuliry, or inability to 
vary words and expresilons to fit ata and audience, 

• Studints wtri relativtly wiik in syntaxi only 23.91 
of the papirs icortd for objective 1 were ratd 4 and 
3 for syntffls. 
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Instruetional Iig^lleatlong 



1. Continued mphasis ehould bi givfin to writing for aia and audience. As luch as possible, a tmI 
audiincQ ihould bs addrissgd. 

2. InstructioMl tiii should be sit: asidi for prg-witisg activities. Thiii activitiis should providg 
an opportunity for studacs to aimini their own feelings, shari thiir idiis, and liarn through |roup 
dynaiics how to ecDiunieiti clearly and effectively. Planning i paper should also bi an liportint 
focus of pre-writing activities. 

3i All four purpQggg should be tau|ht in leinlniful situations, 

4. Prlfflary tralti should be tnphasiMd in relition to lach of the four purpoi^is of sritin|, 

5, Thinking ihould be Eaught and encourigid; thinking ii a pre-requisite to good writing should be 
asphasiied. 

^ 6. Traits should ba taught in relation to thi total discoursii not in iiolation. 
y 

\f h Biphaiis should be plicid on instruction in thosi traits in which the students m% found to be 

wiakisti wording, use of lupportini Inforsiation, cciplitiniss and relivanei, organizition (objictlvi 13), 
and Invaition of diCiili, 
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Results, Analysis and Intirpretation and InsEructlonil Ifflplications 
of Maui District Holistic and Trait Scoris 

CRAPE EIGHT 
HOLISTIC SCORES 



lasults 









Rating 


s* 






__ Objectives 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


J_ 


1. Expressing 
Fielin|i 


U% 


28,91 


51.31 


13.21 


.01 


5.31 


2, Giving 
Information 


8,01 


22.71 


50.71 


18,71 


.01 


.01 


3. Promoting 
Ideas 


1.41 


12.21 


64.91 


18.91 




2.71 


4. intertilning 


.01 


32 Jl 


53.41 


12.31 


.01 


1.41 


AVERAGE 


2.71 


24,21 


35.11 


15.81 


.01 


2.31 



Jercentage of S cQrea mm MimA^ 



ectivii 



1. Expressing Feillng 

2. Qiving Informitlon 

3. Protteting Ideas 

4. Entertaining 



AVIRAGf 



Coabinid 
4 and 3 
jatlngg 




inid 
3 and 2 
Hit 



*RitingsV 4; Ixctllent 

3; Good 

h Fair 

li Poor 

0; Not scorable (holistically 

a§ well as for traits) 

h Not scorable (hoilstically) 



Analysis and Interjretatlon 

• Studint perforiid bast in intirtainlni, objactive 4 
(as Indlcitid by thi coabinid scores of "exeillint" 
and "iood"), md poorest in prorootlng idiaSj 
objectiva 3. Thi scoris for objectives 1, 2, and 4 
nu very similar; the acerei for objicEive 3 me 
sipiflcintly lowir. V 

I Scores for the lighth graders for objictivi 3, proioting 
idiai, were lower than those for the fourth gradiri. 
Students wire ibli to tike a position, but they did not 
give adequiti and specific ividence to support thilr 
stand and, thereforej wera not coiplitily convincing. 

I Of 298 papers, there wen no unscorible {ritln| 0) 
paperi bicause they wars lllegibli or Inceiprihsnslbli 
or contained little or no writing. 

• Only 2.31 of the papirs-a percentap much lower than 
that of the fourth graderi-wiri not scorable holiiti- 
cally bicause the authors did not write en the asiignid 
topics or deviated aarkedly from thi directioni provided 
(These are papers rated X, They were seorid, however, 
for individual traits,) Expressing fiilln|s, objective 
1, received the most X scores. 

• The largist numbir of pipers (55,11) for all four 
objectives were given a rating of "fair," which 
indicated that the qualitiii identified as liportant 
for a particular writing objective were present 
althou|h there were weaknisiis and problims which 
ditracted from the iffectlvenes's of the writing. The 
fact that over half of the pf irs wire ritid "fair" 



may Indicate chat audience » in addition to aim, la not 
stressed sufficiently. 

• As compared with the f ourth-^grade scores, the percentage 
of upper scores (4 and 3) for the eighth grade increased 
from 18-1% (grade 4) to 26.9% (grade 8) . 

• Moreover s fewer papers (15.8%) were rated "poor" as 
compared with the fourth grade (24.1%), indicating that 
students are Improving. However, some of the weaknesses 
evidenced by fourth graders still persisted i unaware- 
ness of audience, lack of vivid use of language and 
details, and use of Incorrect Information and weak 
supporting evidence. 

• A very small percentage (2.7%) of the papers was 
rated 4, "excellent.'' This is due to the fact that 
papers were rated against an Ideal standard , not on a 
curve. These papers were outstanding in all respects; 
they showed an awareness of purpose and audience and 
were clear, coherent, and effective. 

• A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (79*3%). This indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" or "good." 
The potential for better writing Is definitely present. 
Moreover, the fact that there were no 0 papers also 
indicates that students are able to conmunlcate at 
least some of their Ideas In writing. The scorers 
observed that students did very little revising and 
editing. The first draft, in most instances, was the 
final product. 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Results 



Percentage of Scnrgi for Each Rating 



Obiectivis 

— • — J 


Ratings* 


4 


J 


2 


1 


OBJECTIVi ll 










Pi Exprissiviness 


IM 


27.81 


62.51 


6.91 




4,21 


4?, 21 


43.11 


5.61 


Tj PC & G 


6,31 


41. ?l 


43,11 


6.91 


OBJECTIVE 12 










P' OfginizaEion 


25.31 


41.31 


26.71 


6,71 


Pi Coiplitiniss/ 


a.oi 


18.71 


60,01 


13.31 


Reliviiici 










T: Spelling 


53.31 


30.71 


12.01 


4.01 


OBJECTIVE 13 










h Cliarly Stated 


6.91 


48.61 


37.51 




Position 










P: Toni 


2.31 


11,11 


76.41 


9.71 


P; Organization 


4.21 


16.71 


59.71 


19.41 


P: Usi of Support- 
Ing Inforfflation 


1.41 


16,71 


52.81 


29.21 




Audianca* 


- - - - 




Yes 


No 










83.31 


0 




OBJICTIVl #4 










P; Invintlon of 
Structuri 


6.91 


45.81 


34.71 


12.51 


P; Invintlon of 
Detaili 


5.61 


29.21 


51.41 


13.91 


P; Wording 


IM 


19.41 


72.21 


3.61 


AVERAGE 


10.11 


30.41 


48.61 


lO.BI 



*AlthQugh ludlence is an importint coneldiratlon for 
111 four objictives of writing, audience as a trait 
was scored for objgctivi 3 fcr the purpose of gathering 
specific inforiition related to audiencfl awareness, 




Analysis and Interpretation 

• The trait with the greatest nuibir of 4 and 3 scores 
for the iighth graders was spelling (84.01), followed 
by orianization based on chronologicil order (66.61, 
scored for objective 2), The trait with the Bniallest 
number of 4 and 3 scores was tone (13,91), 

I Traits wirs categorized iccordlng to their rilif'.vs 
iiportance as prlMry, secondary, tertiary. Thi 
tertiary traits recievid the greatest number of 4 and 
3 scores (67.01), followed by the secondary (51.41) 

■ and prlffliry (34.21) trilts. The rilativily bettir 
perforniince on tirtiary traits indicitis the effect 
of Instructldnal enphasii. 

• A conparison of the averap percentage for iich rating 
(for all thirteen trilti) ihowi that the largest 
percentagi of papers was rated 2 (48,61). This indi- 
catis that the livil of attalmint of the triits was 
"fair," although thire were lapsee which interfered 
with connunication, 

• A comparison of the trait mi holistic scores indicitis • 
that trait scores were bitter than holistic scorai. 

When the average percentigis of the 4 and 3 ratings on 
traitP were conbinidi the percentigi of paperi totaled 
40.51 (ai coipared with the 26,91 rated 4 and 3 
hoUstlcally), 

• 16,71 of the papers specifically addressed the given 
audience in proffloting ideas, but 83.31 fallid to do so, 

I Studenti did bitter in organiling papers based on 
chronological order (riqulrid in giving inforaiation) 
than in organizing papirs basid on lo|lcal order (required 
in proniotini Idias). This finding seeis to be directly 
related to the data obtained froni teacheri about current 
prictlces in writing instruction, which indlcittd that 
the relationship betwein writing and thinking is not 
consistently firaphasiiid, 
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Hanking of Traits and Pircencage of Papers for 
Prlmafy, Secondiry, and Tertiary Traits 
for Coiiibined 4 and 3 Scoris 



Ranking of Traits 
(High to L ow) 

1. Spelling 



1' Organization 

3. Gliarly Stated 

Position 
^. Invincion of 

Structure 



3 k k 

Scores 
84.0^ 



66.61 



5, Syntax 



6. PC & C 
i h Invantlon of 



66.6^ 



55 53.51 



52Ji 



51.41 



50.01 




8, ficpfiifiiviness 



9i Cwplitaniis/ 
Reltvaiici 

10* Bordlna 



26.71 



11,1% 



Secondary 



Tertiary 
84.01 



22.2! 



26.?^ 



51.41 



22.21 



50.01 



11, Organigition 

12, Uie of Suppprting 
Inforiatlnn 



13. Tone 



20.91 



18.11 



20.91 



AVERAGE 



13.91 



40.61 



18.11 



13.il 
34,21 




51.41 1 67.01 



•tu ants acorad tat on tone (13.91). Baciuee this 
rait Is related to promoting ideal, objective 3/the 
low score nay indicate a lack of expirlinci in writing 
persuasively, a narrow range of vocabulary, or Inability 
CO address a specific audience for a specific purnoPG'on 
a apacific occailoni 
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Ins^tructlonal IinpllcaElons 

1, Writing instruction ahould prnvide for thi divilopMt of creativity and use of ifflagination. 

2* StudenLS should he provided InsL. ictloii in the use of vivid laiiguage and figures of gpeech, 

3, The antire procass of writing sho. Id ba systeiiiatlcally taught! pre-wrlcingj wrltingj revising^ rewriting 
and editing. 

i Tha Hawaii English Progranii Seconda^, should be used where appropriate^ e,g.j crafting units. 
5* Form (raport writings paragraphing) should be taught, 

6, Writing for tha various purpoBis and for various audiences should be integrated in all English courses 
as well as in othar coureee such as social studies ^ science ^ and health. 

h Initlallyi writing should be based on student intirist and ixpariinces. 

L The primary traits should be systirnatically taught 4n relation to the four purpoiii of writing. 

9i Thinking skllli should be conslstantly taught in relation to writing, especially in organizing papers , 
detarmlnlng supporting avidance, and selecting details. Thinking skills should be eraphasiied in 
relit loo to purpose and audience. 

lOi Traits should ba caught in relitien to the whole piaca of writings not in isolationi 

IL A variety of riiources should ha used to Ifflprove and txpand upon the use of words i litaraturaj oral 
actlvitiai^ real life experlencesi sensory activltleSi etCt 
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Reiultis Analysis and InterpreUEion, and Instructional ImplicationE 
of Maui District Holistic and Trait Scoras 
GRADE ELEVEN 
HOLliTlC SCORES 



Rasults 



Analysig and Interpretation 



Objictivis 


Hatings* 


4 


3 


2 


1 


0 


X 


1. impressing 


1.31 


32.81 


53,41 


12.31 


.01 


.01 


Felling 














2. Giving 


4.31 


24.61 


46.41 


23.21 


1.41 


M 


Inforiatlon 














3, Profflotini 


1.51 


29,21 


55.41 


12.31 


.01 


1.51 


idias 














4. Entartainini 


.01 


37.71 


48.01 


11.71 


.01 


2.61 


AVEMGl 


IM 


31.11 


50,81 


14.91 


.41 


1.01 



Pircentage of Scoris When Coibinid 



Objgctivii 


Gonblned 
4 and 3 
Ratings 


Combined 
3 and 2 
la tings 


1, Btpresslng Fgeling 


34.11 


86.21 


2. Giving Infomitlon 


28,91 


71.02 


3. FroQoting Idias 


30.71 


84,61 


4. Eatertaining 


37.71 


85.71 


AVIAGING 


32.91 


81.91 



*Katlii|e 4 1 Eccillint 
3: Good 
2 1 Fair 
1: Poor 

Ol Not Scoribla (holisticilly as 

well as for traits) 
h Not Scoribli (holistically) 
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• students performed best in entsitainlng, objective 4 
(ai indicitid by thi mhiM Bcores of "excellint" 
and "|ood"), and poorist in giving infoiBitiDn^ 
objictlve 2, One reason for the relatively high scores 
on ohjictlva 4 nay be that the Itan was one that the 
itudenti could easily rilate to becauie they could uit 
thilr Pagination. 

• Although studenti perfomid best in entertainln|, thi 
scoti for this objictlve (37.71) wis not very differint 
froa the icorii for the other three objectivis, The 
hoioginaity of the four scoris iiy be attributed to 

the contlnuid Instructional aiphasis on all four objec- 
tivis in high school. 

• Theri wis only oni piper that was unscorible (ritlng 0) 
bicauii it was llligible or incsoprehensible or 
eontalnid little or no writing. The psrGintige wis 

.41 out of 284 papers, 

• Only II of the papirs win not scorabli holisticilly 
bicause the authors did not writi on thi assigned topir.s 
or deviated larkidly fron the dlrictiens provided, ' 
(These are piperi ratid X. They were scored, however, 
for Indivlduii trilts.) Intertalnlng, objictlvi 4, 
reciivid thiaostX icons, 

• Thi largist nimber of pipers (50.81) for all four 
objectives were given a rating of "fair," which 
indicatii that the qualitlis Idsntifiid as iiportant 
for a particular writing objective were presKit although 
there were weaknisses and problais which ditrictad 



from the af f ectiveness of the xvriting. The 
fact that a large percantage of papers (50*8%) was 
rated '*fa±r" (rating 2) may indicate that audience, 
in addition to ato. Is not stressed sufficiently. 

Slightly less than a sixth (14.9%) of the papers 
were rated "poor" (rating 1)* These papers generally 
displayed such weaknesses as unawareness of audieneas 
lack of unitys lack of Imaginationi trite language^ 
and distracting errors in the conventions of writing 
Cspelling, punctuatiorii and capitalization), 

# A very small percentage (1,8%) of the papers was 
rated 4^ "CTCellent." This is due to the fact that 
papers were rated against an ideal standards not on 

a curve. These papers were outstanding in all respects; 
they show^ an awareness of purpose and audience and 
were clears coherent, and effective, 

• A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (81.9%), This indicates that the writing 
of tnost students can be considered "fair" and "good," 
The potential for better writing la definitely present. 
Moreover s the fact that the number of 0 papers was 
very mintoal also Indicates that students are able to 
communicate at least some of their ideas in writing. 
Scorers observed that students did very little 
revising aM editing. The first draft, in most 
instancea, was the final product* 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Easultl 



Percentage of Scores for Each RaElng 





Rating* 


Objectives 


4 


3 


2 


1 


OBJiCnVl #1 










F; Mpreasivinase 


2.71 


30.11 


61.61 


5,41 


S: SyntiK 


1.31 


35,61 


52,01 


10.91 


T: PC S C 


L3I 


42.41 


47,91 


8.21 


OBJICnVE 12 










Fl Organization 


iM 


36.ai 


42.61 


11.81 


P.' Coffipletineis/ 


7.41 


22,12 


47.11 


23.51 












Is SDilling 






14.71 


8.81 


OBJECTIVE 1 3 










P: Cleitly Stated 


12,51 


42.21 


39.11 


5,21 


Position 










P; Tone 

Pi Organization 


1.61 
L6I 


46,91 
31,21 


45.31 
50,01 


6,21 

17.21 


h Use of Support- 


31.1^ 


26,61 


53.11 


17,21 


Ins Tflfflffflafihn 












Audlenci* 








Ygg 


No 


? 






17.21 


12.31 


70.31 




OBJECT 14 
ri invintion of 


2.71 


44.01 


42,71 


10.71 


Structure 










Pi Invention of 
Detiils 


1.31 


38.71 


50.71 


9.31 


Pi flording 


2.71 


21.31 


65.31 


10.71 


AVERAGE 


6,21 


35.41 


47.11 


11.21 



*AUhou|b iudience is an kportint coniidirition for 
all four objictives of writingj audienci-is a triit 
scored for objsctiVB 3 for the purpose of githering 
tlm. specific inforption related to audience awareness. 



Analysis and InterpretatlQn 

I The trait with the greatest nuibtr of 4 and 3 scores 
for the eleventh graders was spelling (76.41), 
followed by clearly stated position (54.71), The 
trait with the smllest nimber of 4 and 3 scoris was 
wording (24.01). The high score on spelling indicateg 
thi effect of initructionil raphisis on this trait. 
It may also indicate that students find security in 
resorting to coiaon, easy-to-spiU wordi, Ihi low 
scori on wording indicites that students lick the 
necessary vocabulary to comunicate effectlvily to a 
virlety of audiinces to icconpliih different purpoais, 

• Traits were catigorlzid according to thiir relative 
taportance as prlnry, sicondary, Eirtlary. The 
tirtlary traiti received the ireatist nuibir of 4 and 

3 scores (50.01), followed by thi primary (38.41) and 
the secondary (36.91) traits,, The relitively better 
pirfonianci on tirtlary trilts indicates the effict 
of instructional aiphaiis. 

• A coiparlson of the avirap pircintigi for each rating 
(for all thirteen traits) shows that the lirgist 
pircentage of papers wis rated 2 (47,11), This 
indicatis that the IctiI of attalniint of the traits 
WIS "fair," aithou|h there weri lapses which Interfered 
^dth cMunicition, 

f A coipirison of the trait and holistic scores Indicates 
that trait scores wiri i little better than holistic 
ecorii, Whin the iverage percentage of the 4 and 3 
ritlnis on traits were cooblnedi the pireintige of 
papers totaled 41.61 (as compared with the 32,91 ratid 

4 and 3 holistically) . 

§17.21 of the pipers specifically addrissed the given 
audience in proBoting IdsiSj but 12.51 fillid to do so* 
Scorirs win unable to ditenlai whithir papirs 
addrissid an audience for 70,31 of the papers; these 
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tonking of Traits and Parcintip of Pipirs for 
Primary, Sicondaryi and Tertiary triits 
for Caabinid 4 and 3 Scoris 



I 



Rankini of Traits 
fHieh to Low) 


3S k 


rr3iiary 


Qiconaary 


iirLiarj 


1, Spelling 








76,41 


2. Clfarly Stated 
Position 


34,71 


54,71 






3. Toiie 


48.51 


48,31 






4, Invention of Btr, 


46.71 


46.71 






3. Organization 
(obj. 12) 


43.61 


45,61 






6, PC & C 


43.71 






43.71 


?. Invention of Pet. 


40,01 


40,01 






8. Syncax 


36.91 




36.91 




9. Organliation 
(obj, f3) 


f\f\ ft 5/ 

hM 


hM 






lu. Mpresiiv€ne§s 






■ 




11. Use of Supporti^ 
Inforaation 


' 29.71 


29,71 




^ 


12. CoDpletaiess/ 
Eiievanei 


29,51 


29,51 






13, Wording 


24.01 


24,91 






AVIHAQI 


41,61 


38.41 


36.91 


60.01 



papers issuiid that the reader knew who the audience 
was and did not ^pllcitly or evin Implicitly indicate 
an audlinca. 

I Students did better in organiiing paptrs based on 
chronological order (requirid in giving Inforiation) 
than in orianigini papers based on logieal ordir 
(required in prOTOting ideas) . 

f Studsits scorid lowast on wording (24.01), Because 
this trait is related to Qiteftalntn| (objictive 4), 
the low scori iiy Indlcati a lack of dtviiopMit in 
taagery and a lack of ecperiencfl with flpr 
language. It lay also Indicate a lack of fcperlince 
with iultlple iianingSj a narrow ra^i of vocabularyj 
or iniblllty to viry words and ffipressions to fit ak 
and audi^ce. 

• The range of scores for all the Erilts accept spilling 
WES ccmparatively siillir thin that for thi other two 
gradas, Tbli lay iiKiicgte that traits are targeted oori 
equally than at the other grade levels, 
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1. Studinti should be taught ffofli the tarly grades to write for all four objectives In niaaningful situations. 

2. Writing activities should oapitalizi on the interests and expiriences of students. 

3. The emiunlcation function of writing ihould be fflphasizad, and witing should U done for a variety gf 
audiencis for speeific purpoiis. 

4. Student! ehould bi given opportunitiei to exprass their feelings freely, use thilr iiaglnaElons, and bi 

be creative and Invintlve in their ideas. Diacussions as well as ainsory scptrlencei should be encouraggd, 

5. Diffirent levele of thinking should bi deliberatily developed as a prerequisite co good writing. 

6. The intire prociss of writing ihould be systMnatically taught; pri-writiiig, writing, revising, tiwriting, 
and iditing. 

h Studwts should bi givtn nany opportunltiis to develop tha skills In which this itudy has shown they are 

a. llslni words that are vivid, praciss, and ipproprlate. 

b. Milntaining unity and coherencfi through the use of a consistent tone, a consistent point of view- and 
ippropriate transitlona. " 

e, Plannini papers based on logical ordir. 

d, Silecting details that are rilivant and selecting supporting inforoatlon that li relevant and conviBClng. 

a. The primary traits should be systefflatlcally taught In rilstlon to the foi^ purposes of writing. 

9. All traits ihould be tiU|ht in rilation to purpose, to audience, and to the total effect of the paper, not 
in isolationi avaluitlon of student witlng should give prliary conildiratlon to the whole pleci of 
writing (holistic ivalDition). 

10, Students should bi givin opportunities to stren|thin their control over synt^ by coibinlng sentenegs, 
aovlni thi r parti, using i variety of lodifiers (adjectives, phrases, and clauses), and using virious 
sinEenci lingths. 
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Reiultij Mysis mi Istirpritstlons snd Initructionil IniplicniQni 
adwMd Dlstfict Holistic and Triit Seerii 



GR^E FOUR 

HOLisfic scdus 



Eiiults 



Pircsnues of Scores for Eieh Ritin^ 





Ratlnsi* 


pblgQtlves 


/ 


J 


I 


1 


0 


X 


1. E^Epriising 
Felling 


m 


11.01 


60.31 


26.01 


0.01 


2.71 


2. Giving 
Infonatlon 




27,31 


46,81 


11.71 


0.01 


5,51 


3, Pronoting 
Idaas 


0.01 


15.81 


63.21 


21,01 


0,01 


0.01 


4, inter talnlng 


2.61 


19.71 


50,01 


21.11 


1.31 


5.31 


AVERAGE 


2.g| 


ia.51 


33.11 


19,91 


0,31 


3.61 


Percsntage of Scorn 




ibinad 









Objictivei , 


Coabined 
4 and 3 
Ratings 


Coiblnid 
3 and 2 
Ratings 


1, Ixprissini Fieling 


11.01 


71.31 


2. Glvlni Infornntion 


35.11 


7441 


3. Fronotlng Idgas 


15.81 


79.01 


4, EntiEtiiriiri^™"^ 


"22731 


69,71 


AVERAGE 


21.11 


73,31 



HI 4 1 Excillint 

3: Good 

2! Fair 

1: Poor 

Oi Not Scoribli (holistically 

ai well a§ for tfaltg) 

X{ m Searibli (holiaticilly) 
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Analysis aad InterpretaElon 



• Thi scorn for the four objictlvis viriid coniiderably, 
indicating thit ill four objictlvis in not eonslitintly 
taught. 

• itudints perfonid bist in living Infonatlon, objictivt 
2 (as indlcitid by thi comblnid leoris of "ixcillint" 
and "|ood"), and poorest in ixpreislng fiillnpj 
objictivi 1, Soil riasons for thi relitivily high 
icorii on objictivi 2 lay be that (1) thi itiia wii one 
that itudints could lasily rslita to bicausi of ths 
coiBonality of thi ixpsrlinci (laking i pianut butter- 
jilly sandwich}; (2) of all four objectivis, living 
Infonition Is probably most iiphailied in the larly 
grades beciusi of iti iiportanci in dally life; (3) thi 
task jf providing inforoiitlon focusis on the Biisage 

(or riality) that already exists-that li, itudents need 
not neeiBsarily |ingrati or er'eate idgas as in, for 
exuplfij intertalnlng and proioting Idiai; and (4) the 
Hawaii English Prograi (HiP) Includii prictici in giving 
directions. 

I Thiri were viry fis papers that wire unscoMbli (rating 
0) bicausi they were llligibli or ineoiprihinilbli or 
contalnid little or no writing. 

• 3. i of thi paperi wiri not scorabli hoUstieilly 
bieiuse the authors did not writs on thi iiilpid topics 
or daviatid narkidly froi the dirictlons provided. 
(Thesi are pipirs ratid X, They wirs icorid, howevsrj 
for individual traits.) Giving inforiatloni objietlve 2, 
.riCiivid the lost X scQMS. 
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Aaalysls Mid Interpretation 

' ^ • The largest nmber of papers (55»1%) for ell four 

objaotlves were given m rating of ''fair," which 
Indleatei that the qualities Identified as Important 
for a particular writing oh j active ware present although 
there were wannesses and problems which detracted from 
I- ' the effectlvmass of the writing. The fact that a large 

pareentage of papers (55Z) was rated "fair" (rating 2) 
I': may Indicate that audience i In addition to aim, is not 

I" , stressed suf f latently # 

• illghtly less thra a fifth of the papers were 

i rated "poor" (rating 1) . Papers rated "poor" generally 

i > / displayed such weaknesses as tmawareness of audience , 

lack of unity I lack of Pagination » trite language^ and 
dlftr acting errors In the conventions of writljig 
(spelling p punctuation p and capitallMtlon) , 

• A very small percentage (2#6Z) of the papers was rated 
4, "exaellent*" this is due to the fact that papers 
were rated against an ideal standard, not on a curve » 

^ These papers were outstanding in all respects; they 

showed an awaranese of purpose and audience and were 
clear p coherent; and effective. 

• A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (73*5%), nils indicates that the writing of 
most students can be considered "fair^' or "good*" 

The potential for better writing is dsflnltely presents 
Moreover^ the fact that the nmber of 0 papers was very 
mlnljial also indicates that students are e^,^a to coubbu- 
nieate at least seme of their Ideas In writing. The 
scorers observed that students did very little revising 
and editlnfp' The first drafts in most Instances, was 
the final product f 
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miT mm 



Results 



fireinti|s of Seoi 


m for Iieh Eitlni 




Eatings 


Oblietivii 




3 


2 


1 


OBJECTIVi 11 










P: &^risiivsnsis 


0.01 


^,81 


64.81 


25,41 


3 I syntax 


IM 


18.31 


63.41 


16.91 


Tl KkQ 


IM 


33.81 


42.21 


16,91 


OBJECTIVI 12 










Pi Organliation 


im 


50, 1 


33.31 


2,81 


Pi Conpletaniss/Rslgvance 


L Of 




43.01 


4.21 


Tl Spelling 


25.0^ 


33,31 


33.31 


8.31 


OBJICTIVE 13 










Pi Cliirly Stated Position 


1.31 


34.21 


52.61 


11,81 


Pi long 


0.01 


l?.ll 


63,21 


19.71 


Pi Orginlzation 


1.31 


15.11 


12,41 


10.51 


Pi Usi gf Suppartlni 


0.01 


i^n 


5?. 91 


22,41 


InforMEion 












Audiinci 








Yes 


No 










10.51 


0 




OBJECTIVE 14 










Pi Invintlen ef Structurs 


2.81 


39.41 


46,51 


11.31 


Pi Invention of Dstiils 


2.31 


28.21 


52.11 


16.91 


Pi Wing 


2.11 


IJ.Ii 


70.41 


14.1i 


AVIMGI 


5.01 


27.51 


53.51 


13.91 



^Although audiince Is an liportant oonsidiratlon for all 
four objietlvas of writlni, audienci as a trait was 
seored for objictivi 3 for the purposs of githirlni 
ipgelfie infoniatlon rilated to audience awireneii. 



Malysis and Interpracatlon 

i The trait with thi grsitist nmnber of 4 and 3 scores for 
the fourth graieri was orginiiitlon bisid on chronological 
order (63.91 scored for objectlvi 2), follgsid by spilling 
(58.31). Thi trilt with thi SMllist nuraber of 4 and 3 
scons was ixpriisivinisi (9.81), 

• Traits wire citegorizid accordini to their relativi ii- 
psrtinci IS priiiryi sicondaryj tirtiiry. The tertiary 
traits received thi greatest nuibir of 4 and 3 scores 
(50.01)! followid by thi priiiry (30,51) and sieondary 
(19,71) trsiti. Thi rilitivily better pirfonnancg on 
tertiary traits Indicites the iffiQt of Instruetionil 
iiphaslSi 

I A coiiiparisen of the avira|i pircintigi for lach rating 
(for all thirtiin traits) shows that the lariest psrcsnt"' 
ap of papers was rated 2 (53.51). This indicates that 
the livel of attainniint of the traits was "fair," il- 
though there wire lapses which intirfirid with coiiiuni' 
cation. 

• A coiparison of thi trait and holiitlc scorn Indicates 
that trait scons were bitter than holistic scores, lin 
the average percentages of the 4 and 3 ratlAgs on triiti 
win coniblnidj the percintigi ef papirs totalid 32.51 

(ai coipared with thg 21,41 rated 4 ind 3 holistically), 

I 89,51 of the pipers ipeciflcilly addressed the given 
audience in proioting ideas, but 10.51 failed to do so, 

I Studints did better in organiilni papers based on chrono'^ 
logical order (tequired in givlni infonatioA) than in 

organlEini papirs basid on loilcal order (requirid in 
proioting Ideal). 



Rankini of Tralti ind Pireentaie of Pipirs for 
PrlMty, Sgcondtty and TirtiMy Triiti 
for Coibinid 4 and 3 Umi 



Sanking of Traits 
(High to Low) 


3H 
Scsrsi 


Iriiiry 


SicondMy 


Tertiary 


1. Orginiiitlon 
(Obi. 12) 




63.91 






2, Spilling 


58.31 






58.31 


^ Cos^letensss/ 
Belivancs 


saji 


12. 71 






4i invention of 
Structuri 


42.21 


42,21 






5. FC&O 


40.81 








Cliirlv Stated 
Position 


35.51 


35.11 






jL 7. Invention of 
g Ditalii 


31.01 


31.01 






8. lyntax 


im 




19,71 




9 Uii flf SuDDsrtifle 
Infonntlon 


if, 71 


11,71 






10, Ofgaalzatlon 
fOW. #31 

\yHji Yjf 


17.11 


17.11 






1 1 Tone 


17,11 


17,11 






12. Hording 




15.51 






13. i^Essslveness 


9,81 


i.ai 










30.51? 


19,71 


50.01 
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Analysis and Interpretation 

I Studsnti icorid lowist on iKprisslviniiB (9,31), Because 
this trait is relatid to iKprisalni feelinga (objective 
1), thi low scon lay indicati a lack of devfelopient in 
iKpriSsini pirsonal fillings cliarly and vividly and a 
lack of expiriinci with figurativi lanpagi, It iiy also 
indicati i lack of expirienci with mitipli iianingB 
which eonviy freih and orlginil idsaSi i narrow rangi of 
vocabulary J or inability t^vary words and ttpresslons 
to fit ail and audience. 

• Studints win relatlvily wiak in syntax; only 19.71 of 
thi papers seorid for objictivi 1 wiri ratid 4 and 3 
for syntax, 



I 

H 

y 
I 



InstruetlQnal Inplleatloni 

1. students Bkuld bi taught tm thi early padas to writi for ill four obj«tlvsa In »einin|ful situations. 

2. Writing ictivltlei should cipitiliie on thi intirests and ixperiincis of studints. 



3. 



aulii"^^ """^ « ^ variety of 



criative md invintiva in thair idiis. Discuisioni as well as laniory ixpirlincea ihouid be incouri|ed, 
5. Diffirent levili of thinkln| should bi dsllbiratily dsveloped as a pri-riquislti to iood writing. 
L T|^to prociia of writing should be ayatiMtieiily tiught: pri^rltini. rivliing, rewriting, and 

h atudiots should bi liven iiny opportunities to divilop thi skills in whieh this itudy his ih^wn they ire 
i. Osing words that ire vivid, preclii, and appropriiti. 

b. Miintainlni unity and coherence through thi use of « consistent tone, a eonslgtent point of viiw, and 
apprflpriite transitions. ^ ' ■ 

Plannini papers based on logieal ordir. 

d, Silietini ditails that ari relivant and silictlng supporting iBforaatlon that is relevant and 
convincing I 

8. Ill* prlisty waits ibjuU bi syiteuatlcaHy taught U relation to the four ptposai of Mltlng. 

9. All ttilts ihrald ha taught In ralatlon to purpose, to audience, and to the total effect of the paper 

! M ? ^vakatlon of student vrlflng should give ptlwry eonildetatlon to the .hole pie e of 
•tlting (holistic evaluation), r " 

'^f"""*"'^ » c<»'t"l over syntax by coibining aentences, 

renlLce lL ' °' '"^ using vatloui 



erIcO 
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RisuUs, Anfllyils and Intarpretation, ind Initriiatienil Iiplicatlons 
of Windward Diitrlct Itollstlc snd Triit Seetis 

SRADE EIGHT 
HOLISIIC SCORIS 



Risults 



ObjeeEivis 






i 


2 


1 


0 


w 
A 


1. Expressing 
Fiiling 


3.11 


IkM 


60,01 


12.01 


0.01 


0.01 


Moriation 


kM 


21.21 


54.51 


19.71 


0,01 


O.OI 


3. PronotlQ| 
Ideal 

it Intectaialng 


3.61 
1.81 


as.ai 

29.11 


43.61 
51.21 


27,31 
9.11 


0,01 

o,oi 


0,01 
1.81 


: AVEHAGE 


3,31 


25.11 


54,11 


17.01 


0.01 


0.11 















PiFcantaga of Mom Whtn Eoablnid 





Cbiblilid 


Conblnad 


Objeetivas 


4 and 3 


3 and 2 




Ratings 


Satlngi 


1. E39fQssl!ig Fitling 


27.71 


84,61 


2. GMng Isfomatlon 




75.71 


3. Fron^tiug Ideai 


29.11 


69.11 


4, Entirtglnlag 


30,91 


87,31 


AVERAGE 


28.41 


79.21 









tings; 4: Excillint 

3 1 Good 

2; Fair 

1: Poor 

Os Not Scoribli (hsllstlEilly 
as will as for tralta) , 

X: m Scorable (holistlcilly) 



toalyals and Int§rprgtation 

I Studints perforaad bast In intgrtalnlng, objaetive 4 
(as indicatad by the eoiilned scons ot "ixcallint" 
and "|Qod"), and poorgst In giving Inforntlon, ob- 
jactlvi 2; hawgvar, thg scoris for all four objectlvis 
weri not slgnifigantly dlffargnt. This aay Indlcatt 
that, by thi ilghth grade, itudents have bien gtvgn 
practlci in writing for all four purposei. 

• Scorea for thi gighth gradgrs for objictivi 2, pro^ 
vldlng infiorDatlon, weri lowar than those for fourth 
gradars, Ihii li noit probably due to the weakniisas 
of the asiessDiint Itin Itsglf . ieorirs all agreed 
that thg Infoniation provided was not lufflclgat; 
loreovir, itudiati In the eighth gradg are not very 
fiMliar with driving and thus werg unabla to dgicribe 
an aecldent clearly, 

I There was no paper that was unicorable (rating 0) ba^ 
cauie it was lllgglble or Inco^rihensiblg or contained 
little or no writing. The total nunber of 0 papers was 
only ona (out of 1,985 papars). 

• Less thu one par eint {M) of the papers were not 
scorable holistically because the authors did not write 
on the assipid topies or deviated narkidly frofli the 
dirictlons provided. (These are papers ratgd X. They 
wera icoredj howivir, for indivlduil tralti.) Enter- 
tilning, objective 4, receivad thi only X scores , 



Ajialysls and Interpretation 



• Thm largest number of papers (34. IZ) for all four 
objeatlves ware given a rating of "fair," which indicates 
that the qualities Identified as l^ortant for a parti- 
cular writing objective were present although there were 
weaknesses and problems which detracted from the effect- 
iveness of the writing. The fact that over half of the 
papers were rated "fair" may Indicate that audience » in 
addition to alm^ Is not stressed sufficiently. 

• As coiqpared with the fourth-grade scores, the percentages 
of upper scores (4 and 3) for the eighth grade Increased 
from 21. IZ (grade 4) to 28.4% (grade 8). 

• Moreover, fewer papers (17. OX) were rated "poor" as 
compared with the fourth grade (19,91), Indicating that 
students are Improving. However, some of the weaknesses 
evidenced by fourth graders still persisted! unawareness 
of audience, lack of vivid use of language and details, 
and use of Incorrect Informtlon and weak supporting evi* 
dence t 

m A very small percentage (3.3%) of the papers was rated 
4, "excellent." Thim Is due to the fact that papers 
were rated against an Ideal standard, not on a curve. 
These papers were outstanding In all respects | they 
showed an awareness of purpose and audience and were 
clear, coherent and effective. 

• k large majority of the papers were In the 2 and 3 
categories (79,2%). This indicates that the writing of 
most students can be considered "fair" or "good," The 
potential for better writing Is definitely present. 
Moreover, the fact that there were no papers rated 0 
also Indicates that students are able to comninlca^e at 
least some of their Ideas In writing. The scorers 
observed that students did very little revising and 
editing. The first draft, in most Instances, was the 
final product. 
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miT SCORES 



HiiuUs 



hfegiitage of Scorai for Each Rating 



Objictivii 


Eat 


Ingi 


r 


3 


2 


1 


DBJICTIVI 11 

^mJ^ s V SB? fit If 










B i tf^iftVAdfi!! «f Aft AAJi 

r* MpriSSlVftDieiS 


IJI 


1 i rat 

11.51 


47.71 


9,21 




0.01 


37.51 


53.11 


9.41 


li FC&C 


4,71 


32,SI 


53.11 


9,41 


OBJlCmi 12 










fi urginigsciofl 


19.71 


59,11 


19,71 


1,51 


s t yQipiiCinSSS/KS^eVinCE 


Dili 


24,21 


47.01 


22,71 




30.01 


31.81 


16.71 


1.5^ 


QBJim 13 










h Cliiriy Stitsd lositlofl 








10.91 


fi iOQi 




OS If 




lU,?/i 


f ! yrgaill£3 1 J.QP 


1. 54 




in of 


23,6a 


lofomatlon 




1S,2I 


40.01 


36.41 












A 


udienci 








lis 


No 


4 








11,11 


ft 

u 




OMICTIVE 14 












9,31 


51.41 


29.61 


3,71 


fi invenCion 0£ UslsdiM 


3.71 


35.21 


50.01 


11,11 


h Wording 


L9I 


14,81 


75.91 


7,41 


AVERAGI 


9.01 


34.61 


43.81 


12.11 


^Although audiancs Is an lupi 


Bttant 


eonsidi 


ration 


for all 


four objictlvis of writings 


audiinei a§ a 


trait was 



icorid for objictivi 3 for thi purpoiB of |itherlng 
spiciflc inlomatiOQ rilatid to audiencs awaraniss. 



Anaiyaia and Interpyitatlon 

• Ths trait with tbi ireatist nuibir of 4 and 3 scoris for 
thi ilghth gridsrs wis ipeUlni (81.81), followid by 
organliitlon basid on chronolo|lcal order (78.31, seorad 
for objective 2), Thi trait with the iialleit nuibir of 
4 and 3 scores was wording (16,71). 

• Tralti were categorligd aeeordlni to thiir rilativi li- 
portinca as priiary, secondary, tirtlary, %% tirtlary 
traits ricalvid the graateit nu^ir of 4 and 3 scoris 
(59.71), followed by thi prlfflary (41,01) and secondary 
(37,51) traits, lUm relatively bactir perfomanci on 
tertla^ traits indicatei the iff act of instructional 
iifhasls, 

I A coif arlaon of thi avirafe parcintagi for each rating 
(for all thirtiin traits) shows that the largist pit- 
centage of papers was rated 2 (43 Jl) , This indieatii 
that thi level of attaiment of ths traits was "fair," 
although thiri wen lapses which intarfired with con- 
minicitlon. 

• A confarlson of thi trait and holistic scoris indicites 
that trait scoris win Sittir thin holistic scoris. 
Whin the average percintages of ths 4 and 3 ratings on 
triits wire conblnid, the pireintage of papici totaltd 
43i6l (as cp^arid with thi 28,41 rated 4 and 3 holis- 
tlcally), 

i 27,31 of the pipers specifically addreised the givin 
iudlenci in prwtlng ideas, but 72,71 failed to do §o. 

I Studints did better in organlilng papers based on chrono- 
logical ordir (required in giving Inforiatloa) than In 
organiEing papars bassd on lo|lcal order (required in 
proofing Ideii), This finding seins to ba directly 
related to data obtalnid froD taachirs about current 
praetlcis in writing instructloQ, which Isdlcated that 
the relationship bitwien wrltlni and thlo^tng is not 
conslstintly eiphasiied. 
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Ranking of Traits and Pircentagfi of Papers for 
Primary, Secondary and Tertiary Traits 
for Coiblned 4 and 3 Scons 



I 

H 

m 



Ranking of Traits 
(Hl^h to Low) 


3 H 

Scoris 


PrlMry 


Secondar) 


' Tirtifli7 


1. SpelUni 


81.81 






81.81 


2. Orginizition 
(Obj. 12) 


/s.ol 


78,81 






3, Cliariy Statid 
Position 




61.81 






4, Invention of 
Strueturi 


60JI 


60.71 






5, iKpriasiveneii 


43.01 


43.01 






6. Invention of 
Details 


38. §1 


38.91 






h Syntax 


37.51 




37,51 




8. PC & C 


37.51 






3?, 51 


9. Tone 


3L0I 


31.01 






10. Cosqsletiness/ 
Balivanci 










11. Organliation 
(Obj. 13) 




25,41 






12. Usi of Supportlni 
Inforiition 


23,71 


23.71 






13, Wording 


16.71 


16,71 






AVEEAOE 




41.0^ 


37.51 


59,71 



Analysis and Interpratation 

« Students scored lowest on wording (16,71), Because this 
trait is relatid to entirtaining (objective 4), the low 
score may indicate a lack of devilopient in iiagery and 
a lack of experience with figurative languagi, It lay 
also Indicate a lack of experience with aultlpli lean- 
ings, a narrow range of vocabulary , or inability to vary 
words and expressions to fit aim and audience. 
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Initructlonal Implications 

1, Mting instructions should proviie for the developraant of creativity and usi of iiagination. 

2, Studints should bi provldid instruction in the use of vivid language and figuras of speech. 

3, Thi intlra process of writing should be systiniatieally taught; pre-writlng, writing, revising, ri- 
writini and iditingi 

4* Hawaii SniUsh Program, Sicondary, should be used where appropriate^ e.g., crafting units. 

5, Fori (report wrltinii paragraphing) should be taught, 

6. Mtlng for the various purposes and for varioui audlencis should be intagratid in all English courses 
as well as in othir couriii such as Boclal studies, science and health. 

I 7, Initially, writing should be based on student interest and eKperiences, 

es 8, Thi primry traiti should be systeiatically taught in relation to the four purposis of writing. 

9, Thiflkini ikllli should be eensiitintly taught in rilatlen to writing, iipeclilly in orginlEing paperi, 
ditirniinlni suppstting evidinci, and silicting details. Thinking skills should ba iiphaslzid in 
riiatioA to purposi and audlenci. 

10. Traits ihould bi taught in relation to the whole piici of writini, not In iiolation. 

11. A variety of Eisourcss should be usid to iiprove and expand upon the use of words! llterituri, oral 
actlvitiii, rial lifs ej^iriineis, sinsory activities, etc, 



2^0 
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Results, Analysis and Intirpritatloni and InstrucEional Implications 

of Windward District Holistic and Trait Scores 

GRADE ELEVEN 
illSTIC SCORES 



Rgsulta 

Percen tage of Scores for Each Rating 



Objectives 


rr 


1 ^ 


2 


p - — 
1 


0 


K 


L Exprasslni 
Feeling 














1,1% 


29.81 


47.31 


17,51 


0.01 


3.51 


2, Giving 
InforMtion 


5. OX 


30.01 


41,71 


21,72 


0.01 


1.71 


3, Proniotini 
Ideas 


3.31 


26.21 


52. SI 


14.81 


1.61 


1.61 


^* Entartalning 


6.71 


23.31 


38.31 


11.71 


0,01 


0.01 


AVERAGE 


k.lt 




27,31 


50,01 16,41 


0.41 


1,71 


Pircintige of Scorn 


ijhin Go 


ibinsd 





Objectlvis 


toibfned 
4 and 3 
Ritingi 


CoinHnil 
4 and 3 
Ratings 


L^xprisglng Bellini 


•^IM 




2, Giving Inforiatlon 


35.01 


71.71 


3. Promoting Ideas 


29.51 


78.71 


4. Entertainini 


30.01 


81.61 


AVERAGE 


31 Jl 


'77.31 



*Ratlnp : 4 1 EKeillint 

3 1 Good 

2s Fair 

li Poor 

0; Not Seorable (holistleally 

as Will as for trilts) 

X: Not Scoribii (hollstlciUy) 



I Students performed best In giving inforination, objective 
2 (as indicated by the combined scores of "excillent" 
and "good")i and poorest In proiotlng ideas, objective 3, 

I Although studenta perforined best in giving Infomiatlon, 
the score (35.01) wii not very different from the scores 
for the other three objectives, The hoiiiogeneity of the 
four scores inay be attributed to the continued Instrue- 
tionil einphasls on all four objectives in high school. 

I There were very few papers that were unseorable {rating 
0) because thiy were illegibli or incomprehensible or 
contiined little or no writing, 

I Only Lit of the papers wire not scorabli holisticilly 
bicause the authors did not write en the asslgnad topics 
or diviated aiarkedly from the directions providid. 
(Thesi are papers rited X, They viri scored , however , 
for individuil triits.) Entirtiinlng, objectivi 4, 
received the most X scoris. 

• The largeit n^bir of pipiri (50.01) for all four ob- 
jictivis were given a rating of "fair," which Indicatis 
that the qualities Idintlfiid is iaiportant for a parti- 
cular wrltlni objective were priitnt although there wift 
weakniises and prgblani which datrsctid from the effict^ 
Iveniss of thi writing , The fact that a largi pircintagi 
of papers (30.01) wis ritid "fair" {rating 2) may indl- 
citi that audiencij in addition to all, is not striisid 
sufficiently, 
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Analysis and Intejrpretatlon 



• Slightly lass than a fifth (16.4%) of the papers were 
rated "poor" (rating !)• These papers generally dis- 
played such weatoesses as unawareness of audience ^ lack 
of unity ^ lack of imagination * trite language « and dis- 
tracting errors in the conventions of writing (spellings 
punctuation and capitalization) * 

• A very gmall percentage (4*2%) of the papers was rated 
4s "excellent*" This is due to the fact that papers 
were rated against an ideal standard ^ not on a curve. 
These papers were outstanding in all respects | they 
showed an awareness of purpose and audience and were 
clears coherent and effective, 

• A large majority of the papers were in the 2 and 3 
categories (77. 3%). This Indicates that the writing 
of most students can be considered "fair" and "good," 
The potential for better writing is defltiltely present. 
Moreover s the fact that the number of 0 papers was 
very mininial also indicates that students are able to 
coimunlcate at least some of their Ideas in writing « 
Scorers observed that students did very little revising 
and editing. The first drafts In ™>st Instances * was 
the final product. 
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TRAIT SCORES 



Results 



PercBnta pe of ScorBS for Each Rating 





Rati 




Objictlves 


4 


3 


2 


1 


OBJECTIVE 11 










P; Exprasslvenass 
S: Syncas 
T! PC & C 


1.81 
LSI 
3.61 


34.51 
40,01 
43.61 


49,01 
4?, 21 
38.11 


14.51 
10,91 
14.5^ 


OBJECTIVE 12 










P: OrganiEitlon 


13.61 
8.51 


40.71 
22.02 


35.61 
54.21 


10.21 
15.31 


P: Coroplitaness/Rtlsvanie 
T: Spelling 


28.81 


50.81 


15,31 


5.11 


OBJECTIVE #3 










P: Cliarly Statad Position 
t * Ions 

^ ( FT A t 

f 1 urginiziCiQn 
ri use 01 gupponmi 
Inforiition 


13.61 
. 3.41 
5.11 

3.41 


4?, 21 
30.51 

ii.n 

23.71 


28.91 
62.71 
49.21 

57.61 


15.31 




Auiiinci* 






Yes 


No 






^^■^-.^^.^ , 1 


13.61 


11.91 


UM 




OBJECTIVI 14 










P: invfeiitlon of Structure 

Invantlon of Details 
ps Wording 


3,31 
5,01 
5,01 


45.01 
23.31 
25,01 


46.71 
58,31 
65.01 


5.01 

13.31 
5.01 


AVIRAGE 




34.91 


46.81 


10.71 



*AithQugh audianee is an inportant consideration for all 
four flbjictlves of writingj ludlince as a trait was 
scored for objsctivi 3 for the purpose of gatherlni 
gpgQiflc Infonnation related to audience awirinass, 
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AnalyBis and Interpretation 

« The trait with the greatest nuniber of 4 and 3 scores for 
the iltventh graders was spellini (79,61), followed by 
clearly statid position (60,81). The trait with the 
smallest number of 4 and 3 scores was use of supporting 
information (27.11). The high score on spelling Indlcatis 
the effect of instructional emphails on this trait. It 
my also indicate that students find security in resorting 
to cOBion, aasy-to'^spill words. The low scort on use of 
supporting infoniation indicates that students lack the 
necessary vocabulary to comunicati effectively to a 
variety of audiences to accofflpUsh different purposes, 

I Traits were cate|orlied according to their rilatlve iin- 
portance as priipary, iicondary, tertiary, The tertiary 
traits received the iriatist number of 4 and 3 scores 
(63.41) J followed by the secondary (41,81) and the 
primary (38,31) traits. The rilatlvely better pirform- 
ince on tertiary triits Indicates the effect of instruc- 
tional eiphisis, 

• A comparison of the average percentage for each rating 
(for all thittiin traits) ihowi that the largest pir- 
ctntage of papers was rated 2 (46,81), This indicates 
that the levil of attalnient of the trilti wis "fair," 
althou|h thiri were lapses which Interferid with com- 
ttunicitlon, 

i A coiparison of thi trait and holistic scores indicatis 
that although trait seoris win better than hollitic 
scoreii the difference wis not very auch (31,51; holistic 
and 42. 4i; traits) when the percintiiis of the 4 and 3 
ratings were coibined, 

• 12.61 of the papirs spicifically iddressed the given 
audience in promoting IdiiSj but 11.91 fillid to do so, 
Scorers were unable to determine whither pipirs iddrissed 
an audiince for 74.61 of the papers; these papirs as- 
suiid that ths reaiir kniw who the audlinci was and did 
not explicitly or ivin iiplicitly indicate an adi|pe. 



Ranking of Traits and Percentap of Papers for 
Prluary, Sieondiry and Tirtiiry Traits 
for Cottbined 4 and 3 Scores 



MnKing 01 iraits 
(High to Low) 


Q f / 
J a H 

horn 


Prittiry 


Secondary 


Tertiary 


Li Dpi J. ling 








79. 61 


2, Cliirly Stated 

PoilHnn 


mt 


60.81 






(Obj. 12) 




54.31 




„ — 


4. Invsntion of 
itmeturt 










5. PC & C 








47,21 


6, Sptix 


41.81 




41.81 




?. Expr€88lvines8 


36,31 


36 Jl 






ft Tnna 




%k Of 

32.21 






9. Oreaiiizafiofl 
(Obj. 13) 


32.21 


1u Chinnl ^t'^fi^sfi/ 

Rilivgnci 


30.31 


30.51 






11. Wording 


30.01 


30.01 






12. laviQClGQ of 


28,31 


28.31 






13 » Use of Supporting 
Isfomtlofl 


27.11 


2?.ll 






kmQi 




38.31 


klM 


63.41 



Analyeii and jn^arpretation 

I Studants did battar in organldng papers based on chrono'' 
logical order (required in giving inforinatlon) than in 
organizing papers based on logicil ordir (raquired in 
profflQting ideas) I 

• Studints scorgd lowest on use of supporting infornation 
(2J*n)i BaciUSi this trait is related to proniQting 
idiiis (objictlve 3)^ the low scori my indicate a 
general lick of ixperlinca with pariuaslve writing ^ in'^ 
eluding specific ividinci and convincing laaguagi. 



2f; 
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InstruetlQnal Implications 



1. Continued mpliaiis ihould be given to writing for aim and audience. As much as possible, a real 
audienci should be addressed. > 

2. Instructional ciBie should be set aside for pre-writln| actlvitiii. Ihest ictivitles should provide 
an opportunity for studinti to ixamini heir own feelings, share their ideas, and learn through group 
dynaffllcs how to GOMunlcate dmlj and affactivaly. Plmnin^ a pa^.r should also be an important 
focus of pre-writing ictivlties, 

3. AH four purposes should be taught in leiningful situations, 

4. Priiary traits should be attphasized in relation to eich of the four purposes of writing. 

5. Thinking should be taught and Mcouragid; thinking as a pri-requislte to good writine should be 
enphaalaed, 

^ 6. Traits Should be taught in rektion to the total dlscoursi, not in isolation. 

h Initruction for thsae Eralts found to be wiiknesses should be emphasized! wording, use of supportlni 
inforiation, eoiiqjleteniis and relivince, orpniMtion (objeccivi l3), and Invintlon of ditalls. 



u 
I 



er|c 
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APPENDIX ki Assmsmm procedure 



Evaluation Procedure 

Because Hawaii's aseeesment focused on the sieasurement of coniposltlon 
skills* including logic and the ability to formula ts ideai and to translate 
those Ideae Into meaningful written language, the direct asffeasment method— 
that ISj actuaUy having the students wrltG—was utilized. Sometimes referred 
to as applied perfoxmnce testing, this method of assessment requires a prompt, 
or an asaessment exercise for students to write on, time set aside for writing 
with minimum Interference, the scoring of papers by trained scorers, and an 
analysis and interpretation of the findings. 

Ins trumentatien 



Exercises for grades 4, 8, and 11 were developed to measure the follow- 
ing writing objectives I 

Objective #1: Expreseing Feelings i To express personal 
feelings clearly and vividly. 

Objective #2i Giving Information i To give clear, 

accurate, and complete information to 
others* 

Objective #3: Promoting Ideas: To present a convincing 
argument* 

Objective #4: Entertaining: To use language artfully to 
move the reader into the imaginary world 
of the writer. 

The exercises were designed to elicit complete written responses, 
directly related to the task of writing for a specific purpose to a given 
auQ. ance* The experiences and interests of each grade level to be assessed 
were kept uppermost in mind. 

The exercises were developed by the writing task force with asaistanca 
from the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL) | they were then 
carefully field tested and revised* 
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To supplement student performance data, a survey of current practices 
in writing instruetlon was eonducted on a very limited basis* Because of 
the small niaber of responses to the questionnaire, the data were used pri- 
marily to validate results from student papers. 

Sample Population 

The assessment was conducted on a sampling basis because of the enormous 
resources which would have been needed to assess every target student state- 
wide and also becmuse data on student perforaance obtained through SOTipllng 
ware considered to be representative of the target groups. 

The design specifications focused on students in grades 4, 8, and 11 
enrolled in each district* Non-English-speaking students and handicapped 
students who could not respond to the exercises as administered were excluded 
from the assessment. 

A stratified two-stage cluster-random sample design was used for each 
of the seven districts* Schools were treated as clusters and stratified 
into three groups™high, average, and low--accordlng to the scores on the 
language portion of the Stanford Achievement Test. From each group, schools 
were randomly selected, and students were randomly drawn to derive an adequati 
sampling from each of the three achievement groups. In addition, alternate 
students were randomly pre-selected to replace any of the initial group of 
students who were absent when the assessment exercises were administered. 

Displayed below are the sample sizes for each district and for the 
four objectives. 



District 


Grade 4 


Grade 8 


1 Grade 11 


Total 


Honolulu 


316 


275 


223 


814 


Central 


314 


310 


284 


908 


Windward 


316 


288 


240 


844 


Leeward 


302 


250 


238 


790 


Hawaii 


298 


~ 296 


260 


854 


Maul 


299 


298 


284 


881 


Kauai 


273 


276 


239 


788 


TOTAL 


2,118 


1,993 


1,768 

- ' - - 


5,879 



Schools participating In the assessment are listed on pages 111-v. 
It should be emphasized that the assessment was intended to arrive at state 
and district profiles, not school profiles, as the school sample selected 
was not meant to be representative ol the entire school population. Also It 



must be cflutWd that the Intent of this assessment Is not to compare the 
performaace of one district with that of another. — ^° compare the 

Atolnlstratlon of Exarclseg 

^f^^l*^ we»e adMlnlstered during May to studenta selected by the 
Sa ™f?£i "f J~ ^ wcord^a. with the .aa^imi design de.erlbaJ above. 
Tha specific date, place, md other logistics were determined by each school 
In consultation with the dl.trict test coordtoator. who was glvL prior 

^ha^d'T """'"^ P~vldtog tofow«tll™I^^Lg 

d?«^^^ L^^ waeasm^t. Test coordinators were also responsible for 

dlaerlbutlag the writing ^arclae. and for collecting co»pletad exercise. 

studentf««^^? °a siting rather th«i reading, 

students were given oral InstructlonB In addition to the printed Instructions 
contained In the ^erclse booklet. Students were given for^-llve mtoutes tl 
plan their writing, do a rough draft, and complete a finished proluct 

did " ""^ variables as possible, the testing situation 

tt Jtli^ for follow-up practices that ordinarily should be Lphasl^ed 

la writing— e.g., the use of dlscuaalona, feedback, and reference »aterlals. 

Scoring 

holistic and trait nethods were used in scoring the papers. 
The hcllstlc method represents the reader's general response to the writing 
sample, the reader's evaluation of (1) how well the student accomplished the 
purpose of the writing, (2) how well the student communicated with the given 
audience, and (3) how well the student performed In the traits identlflld 
tLltrn*''^ * particular ato of writing. The reader. In viewing all the 
traits as a whole, generally gave most emphasis to the primary trait (s). 

While the traits did influence holistic scoring to some degree they 
were given specific consideration later; each was examined separately by 
the scorers. To give relative Importance to tralte. they were Identified as 
^primary, ^secondary," and "tertiary" for a given objective. The thirteen 
traits which were scored are Hated belowi 

Objective li Expressing Feellnp a 

Primary Trait t Ixpresalveness 
Secondary Trait i Syntax 

Tertiary Trait i Punctuation, Capitalization, and 

Other Conventions 

Objective 2i Giving Information 

Prlnary Trait i OrganlKation 

Compieteness and Relevance 
Tertiary Trait: Spelling 





Objecttva 3i 



Promoting Ideas 



Prlmaiy Traits i 



Clearly Stated Position 
Tone 

Organleatlon 

Use of Supporting Information 



Objaetlve 4i 



Entertaining 



Primary Traits i 



Invention of Structure 
Invention of Details 
Wording 



Although audienee la an Important consideration for all four objeetives 
of writing, audience as a trait was scored for objective 3 for the purpose 
of gathering specific information related to audience awareness. 

All papers were scored on a scale of 4 to 1 (high to Iw) against 
criteria established for each type of writing (see AppendlK C) ^ making this 
a criterion^referencedj as opposed to noM-ref erencedj measurement. Papers 
in the "4" category represent excellent writing* We might consider this to 
be our ideal* our ultimate goal. In writing. In the "3" category are papers 
that are considered in the upper half of the range from 4 to 1 (but not the 
upper half in a norm^referenced sense) i they may be considered "good" papers. 
The "2" papers are thost that show some evidence of fulfilling the assigned 
task but contain many weaknesses that detract from the effectiveness of the 
message. They may be considered "fair" papers* The "1" papers are those 
that have so many problems that the reader finds it very difficulty if not 
impossible, to understand the intended message. The "1" papers are considered 
"poor." Papers in the "2" and "1" categories are viewed as those In the 
lower half of the range of 4 to 1. 

In holistic scoring* two other ratings were considered: "0" and "X" 
ratings. Papers were rated "0" if they were unacorable because they were 
illegible or incomprehensible or contained little or no writing. Papers 
were rated "X" if the authors did not write on the assigned topics or 
deviated markedly from the directions provided. 

To maintain reliability of scores* the final holistic and trait score 
had to be agreed upon by three scorers. ^ In other words* each paper was 
scored by a minimum of three readers for the holistic score and three 
readers for the trait scores. 

Thlrty-'five scorers spent approKimately sixty hours scoring all 5*879 
writing samples. The scorers were teachers from the three grade levels: 
grades 4, 8, and 11. They recslved on-the-job training. The Director of 
the University of Hawaii Composition Program served as consultant throughout 
the scoring. 

Compilation of Scores 

Student help from the Evaluation Section assisted In compiling the scores 
which were initially reported in a technical report entitled Hawaii Writing 
Assessments 1979 , prepared by the Evaluation Section. This document was 
followed by two sunmary reports prepared by the Office of Instructional Services s 
Sumary Report on Hawaii Writing Assessment, 1979 and EKecutlve Summary Report 
on Hawaii WrlttoR Assess^^ 1979 . All three reports served as bases for the 
Stats Writing Improvemant Framework > 25 1 
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APPENDIX Bl 
fffiniHS ASSESSMENT mRCISES 



OMtetlve 1 1 Expyesslna Fttling: To axpriss ptrsenal fttlings cltaply and 
vlytdly. 

firadg 4 txtrc'tse 

• It Is anhounegd that, btglnnlng tonerrow, school wfll begin an hour 
tiplltf andltnd an hour later evefy day. Write down exactly how 
you feel about this . 

Srade § exeretse 

• It Is anneuncid that beginning tomorrow all tlghth graders win be 
private si ivts to the ninth gradirs. Youm have no rights whatso- 
evir, and you'll have to do evtrything you're asked to do without 
question^ Write down exaotly how you feel about this. 

grade n exerelse 

• Some people really like being the age they are. Other people wish 
thty could be a different age. Write down exactly how you feel ibout 
being the age you are. 

ObJeetlve Z i Siving Information i To give clear, accurate, and eompltte 
Information to others. 

Srade 4 exercise 

• Your friend wants to make a peanut butter and jelly sandwich to take 
to school for lunch but has never made one before. Write directions 
explaining carefully how to make a peanut butter and Jelly sandwich. 

grades 8 and 11 exercise 

• Look at the diagram of an automobile accident on the opposite pagef 
Study the diagraffl and imagint that you were a witness to the acci- 
dent. You need to write a report on what you saw for the police 
depar^nt. Describe how the accident happened from beginning to 
end. Make your report as clear and complete as you can. 



*See next page. 



Objective 3i Promoting Ideas i To pfesent a convincing argumtnt* 



Srade 4 exefclie 

e The pfinclpal of your school has made the following annoyncementi 
-*I am thinking about raking a rule that all studenti will wear 
shoes at school. Pleasi let m know what you think about th1i«" 

Think about whether this Is a good Idea or not. Then write a 
letter to your principal explaining why you think It's a good idea 
or why you don't think it^i a good Idea* Slve reasons and try to 
make your argument strong enough to get your principal to think as 
you do. 

(arades 8 and 11 exercise 

t The Department of Education is considering a rule that would extend 
the school year to eleven months and shorttn th^ sunmr vacation to 
one month. The decision will be made by a vote of studenti « Decide 
whether you agree or disagree with the proposed rule. Then write 
your reasons for your view* Make your argument strong inough to 
convince your friends and clasimatai to vote the way you want them 
to* 

Objective 4 : Entertaining : To use language artfully to move the rtader 
into the imaginary woeld of the writer* 

grades 4, 8 and 11 exercise 

• Sometimes writing is used to creati a make-believe world* This 1s 
a chance for you to do the same thing* Imagine that a bottle 1s 
floating 1n the middle of a vast ocean* In It is a piece of paper. 
Write a slory-Jhat would entertain your friends in which the bottlt 
plays an Important part* You might want to Include answers to such 
questions as: 

Where did the bottle come from? 
What's written on the pltci of paper? 
Who is going to find It? 

What's going to happen to the person who finds It? 
What happens then? 
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mmu C! SCORING criteria 



HI Tn I3p^ii ptrioml filiiftii oliifly ma vividly, 



• KpiiilTinisi 



I 

M 
I 



Miisi hii I pifgQMi stirli- 
rdviUi I pifiowU^ tiit is 

biliifAls, fhe^ li g 
i^onii dill? ^isiKi df 
flilini iM opdiinigi Idiis 

iffeotlftj M ssbmai the 



iffiolivily toto parnitlsd M 
iPiroprlits pitttrm of 



• ltt§kiitioB| 
CipltiJUltlqs, 



and oihip gewintie&s in 



So ij^Ulsi Hfori or onl; i 
I fiw to dUf iottll Mfids m 
ividinti ' 



I j^mti^ ityli, but thiri 
^8 1 fev fito^r InQonilitin'i 
slli sontradlstisfis, 

li stlU i um^- 
siqn of fiillni, but ftfiitaiii 
md QPlgWily 1^1 lad^l!igp 
Mord oheUi li issmtg^ but 
wo?di w not ylvldi Uviiy 
QQlorfuli 



UnUm itmtm is pMil^ 
oomoti i§ §011 iwkii 

'dmii, m it does iiot 
ditriot tvm the ovirill 
effistiviness of thi writlfli* 



tuatloni QipitiUiitioni ^d 
pthir oonventions, but thiy 
do not dit^ot tfm over- 
lU iffiotivii^ig of thi 



liPi Hi a few ipiJliii| mm^ 
but thiy do noi ditriot froi thi 
ovi^lU iffegtivi^gs of thi 
wpiting, 



Writini muU l pffioniuoy, 
but ttera m inooniiiti^oigi 
mi aonb'idlationi 
dgtriot ftpdffl its affirtlve- 
nesSi top^islon of fitiifii 
ii liiitidi im wordi Riiy 
bi uiad inaooi^itiijrj or 
thirl lay It rilimoi on 
eliohii or ttiU ixpriisidi^, 



Hai^ Untineig iri ohiriot@i^ 
iiid i^oturil \t^^m% 
M punitioil %mm 



f hgn iri mm in 
punoMion, aiplbaliisllfini 
Hid qthir eonventlans that 
ditriot frgm tho ovirill 
iffgotlvineai f thi ^it^. 



Thiro ari iivirgl ip@Uing 
ifrori thit ditriot fr^ tto 
iffiolivifiiig of tha vritugi 



nart is littli Jjidieitlon 
of a rill parionility, 
Thin m io msti moorisls- 
tinoiii md oontradiQtioni 
thit lio foal •voidi" li 
@§tibli§tedi Voo^ula^ li 
dull and lifeliii, or 
rilianoi on oliohli is 
ni^ly totiii km pipifs 
lay n^ort to Usts of 
riaionB or opUiloiis rithip 
than iKprtssion of flolingi 



Vriting ihows Uttli or no 
isnji of sentonoo itruotur^j 



^ri m 10 11^ irrors in 
pin^tuition, diplliliiition, 
Mj& othif tmm%im thit 
tte Piper li dU^f icuit to 



Qirt ir@ so mr^ ipsUin| 
i^ori Mt thi reidir am 
hiyi^l^ iidiritand Ihi 
writing. 



Writifli Objiqtivi h tmmtim To givi leeuritg, wd mpim mmilm to othirs. 



1 Ofginiiiiimi 


order thai i^iddr oin follow j 
thf ii ^im traniitloA 
UM^n stipii ovirill 
pgntltion Is ooheryntt 


Setilli m organiiid mm^^ 

Ibly Villj theri fa^ it iiner 

Ispigi fro^ l^glcil ordirp U% 

thd| do Rot iirlouily Mmt 

ttm aoiirinci of pnienti- 
Won. 


Im itti^t to order ^om^ 
tlon hii bi€n imdi, but thi 
iiguinoi 1§ dlffioulB to 
follow, 


IVri Is no ippepont orderi 
Vriilni riiblii md/or ii 
oonfusing to thi riadtr. 




Ml nsofiiary btfoiiitl^n i§ 
inoludodi md ill irrslsv^t 
yuorsatlon 10 gscGlUQlQi 


Ail inportint infonattoR is 
inoludid; ho\^viri mi 
@vlnt InfoMti^ 11 ilso 
ineludedi fhli toilevint 
'iiitomtim doll not sariously 
dftriot froin thi iffiotivi^ii 
of thi priiifitltlaiii 


Bonti neogsg^ informtlon ii 
lift out.^or sons 1^110^* 
mi iitfmitlon Is Inoludodi 
Thisi fiulti m mim 
%fm$i to ditriet f^on thi 
QveriU iffeotivoROis' of ths 
prisintlt^ni 


§0 moh Uw^tmi itf omtion 
ii left out that ii 

Uttie likelihood m 
m riider m undiraiand the 
prisentalloni 


ioQundw Trait 


Hordi oboien m Qlear, 
acyuTi&ii SfiQ appr nriFi^e, 


i^ordi selidtid IMUiti soni 
thoughtfylnoii rigging w^d 
ohoiois Son worii m ml|p 
uisdi lut thill do not dilriot 
froin thi QVgrall effiotlvanigi 
of th€ mitMf 


km of the words usod m 
uaipouii vg|iiei iimsotirit@i 
or niuniinti detractUi^ fron 
thi oviriU iffiotlvomsi of 
the d^altoi 


So "mgi wp<ig or a^igmfl 
words m that 
direotioni in iiposslbli 

to follow^ 


i spiUiiig 


No iiran or only 1 
f iw in diff iQuit words are 
evldaati 


Thm m 1 few ipUUii 
%mvBi but ti^y do not 
ditraqt tPm the ovirill 
iffestivimii of tM i^ltli^i 


T^mn m apUini yrroro 
Mat ditriot froni thy offso'^ 
tiviiiiii of tte wrltlngi 


^re if3 §0 saif spalling 
%mn that th§ rsidsr oin 
hiy^l^ imdirst^ the 
writinti 




Hordi i&d phnsii in gsi^ 
Blnad iffeQtivi^ into pr* 
nittid and ^poprliitl 


oDH'igti te@ la gou 
iwlcwapdsili, butUt doii not ^ 
datridt tfm thi ovirall iffio* 
tlviniii of the ^Itlngi 


tariiid statiiril 
.wisioiiiaii ind pwitical 
irrori, 


Wpitififf flhfiVi lit file 6p m 

siMo Of sentiaoi struot^i 


, ^dtuition, 
OipltiUiitioni 
liiA Other 

0 


Fimotuitlonj oipitillsilioni 
ml gthtr Qsnvintyni m 


tei m a few irreri in 
punotuitloni oipitalizitioni M 
othir QonvintiDni, but thiy do 
not ditrist ft?oi the oviriU 
offietivinisi of the wiiU^, 


Ihm iri mm m 
punotaationi oipltsll^ationi ind 
othor oqnvintloiil that dolfiot 
tm the oviriU sff^jotlvimsi 

of thi d^iotlonOi 


Then in SI 1^ in 
ptmotuittoni oapltili^tloni 
m£ otl^r oosnntio&B that 
tM piper ii dUf ioult to 
naii 



HitBfeUent 3-Cood 2-Ffllr i-Jfior 





h%Mm is oli^l^ itit§d 

iiiltlonf thara la apieUU 
1^ raplito M fiHUei to lU 
^srtsat s^omrAs of Hi 
ilini iliMa (Sigpi "I igfli/ 
dllipii with m Umimnth 
mmni extend the gchaal 
PIT te U i&dnthi''}i 


loaitlon la olin^ljf ititid 
^ eonslitently iiljiliingd 
ttfoigioui ili pa^F, Kdh« 
|ViF| ^fifiRQei to the 
apiolfle Igiue gt Mnd iri 
illiingi 


Foiitlon is itited so ttit 
thi Ttidir osii be fiiioF^b^ 
GiFtiln of the atudentU 
PoM of viiiii but thiFi m 
tm nbt^itliii Inoooaii- 
tiiiaiiii OF ahifte Hi poai^ 
tioni 


Stitenient of poiitioil ii 
nlis^ pf ao unoleir thit 
the ^sdiF ouiiot diterBte 
itudentU poiltloni 


• tie of Sop^ii 
ing &iffi^tlo& 


Oil of iupp^ilug Ufemti^ 

siiir^ i^^dFtfl the poll* 
tlomi ihi ivldanae la auffl^ 
alfnt ^ ipiolfte. fh@ 


All Uil evidenei piaint^d 1§ 
^pSFtlvi 6f the pdiltlsn, 
but thsFf li not inou^ 
avUirigii-n^ it u i^t spagi- 
tk anoti^i^^to ba cptf litil^f 
Qonvta^ini, 


l^smnt la MPpoFted 1^ liiited 
ivUfnoSf Ividinoi tandi to bl 
pmnl md po^ly foouaed, 
im ditiUi m not be iuppof» 
tifi of tb§ ititenint of poiltion 
OF iMy be 80 Ioqii^ if lited thit 
thi rsidiF is not tm thei 
i^poFt thi poiltloiii 


If idenoa ia nomilitint & 
fj^Feiffiiy IMtedg Bvidandi 
is vague ind/or umhted to 


i f ona 

liviii daeaiidni 
fm U filtt- 


Urn is sons latent IM mm' 
plati fo? purpdsf iM ludiinasi 


Tim tgni ii ippf DpFiit§ for 
tha pi^poii ^ ludifnci^ 

a^^qas piFiuiiivenaaii 
but thi^ m Ihifts or ina^ 
alitin^liit 


ta doll f^t oontFlbuti to 
^fm%inmUt but is sot 
oom^^oAjotiyii Tom u 

fliti duUi iminliFGgtisg, or 
dUfloult to diioom* 


Tone ii iliv^oprllte to 
ludioneo, PToaei lad ooei* 
ikni and la ooufite^* 
pfoduetivOi 

• 


m 

ERIC 


l^stu!^ li sleif^ di?il- 
oped] trsnsltioni be^en 
ittpp^big liiiiiinti^ 
oiii? iM isbi^d by 
W^opp^ti p^iphttii * 

I . ■ ! 1 --. " 


■ 

itoiatoe ia daviloped Faiaon* 
ab^ .tffiU; mn m$ be lUior 
deviitioni ^oa the ati^ati^ 
(iiiii podi^ t^tu^itioosi 
iism^U!^ pM^iff^hliii 
^ ninnias^ l i but my do 
j^t aerioualy ditriot f^on 
' eliPlty of thi atruotufei 


Sosi ittlaipt to itFuotare the 
^smtA Ml btin iBidii but 
the itruotura la poof^ devel- 
oped, nuFi is aonaiitint 
iMttintion to tFinsltio&a i 
piFipiphUgi ^ otMF'^aivioei 
that aid organlEatlom 


mn ia no ai^^iit 

itFueturo, 
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MiiJ4 Otjjietivo 3' ^|io^^J|y|: To mmi a esnylnclni irpiint, (coniMJ 



3-GQod 24air 





Words Ghoien pi oleap, leou* 
rate and ppeoliei 


Herd eh^ee IndiQitas ioif^ 
tho^jM riprdmi diction, but 
a few wsrde are t^aJc or evsn 


km of the wordi aheiin iri 
ymggurati or bprioiii, 


Vordi ahossn m pnsfiUy 
lnag0\y^ate of lnprioil6i 




Words and phrases are aon^ 
btaifl iffiotively into permit- 
ted and approp?iite patterns of 
lanpapi 


earriot* Thire is aoi^ 
iwkwardniSi, but it doii not 
iitraet frera thi QVipall 
effeetivinesi of the writing, 


Mn^ iintinoen are aharpotHi?- 
izid hj 8tinj,eturil wialcnessii 
and peMatioil mm, 


Writing shswii little or no 
lensi of sintanoi struatpii 




Bo spilling errors or only a 
few in difficult words m 
evident. 


There an i few iplling 
ifrori. but they da not 
deti^iDt frsi the overill 
ifjfeEtlviniii of the y^ltliiii 


Ttare are liveral ipellijig 
eirori tMt detraot ffoi thi 
effietlvemsB of thi wrltini, 


There a^ go my sptUUig 
ai^ori that the rsidef m 
h^dly un£iF8tiiiS thi 
wltlJii, 


^ Punctuitloni 
Cipltallzitloni 
Hid Mhir 


Functuitioni dipitilliitioni 
and othgr conventions ire 

oorriot, 


Ihiri m 1 fiW errors in 
pungtuationi dipltaliiition, and 
other Donvintionif but tl^y do 

iffiotlvmgi of thi wrltlfig, 


Ihirf iri several mm In 
punotuition, iipitilliitidni md 
othir oonvintloni that diti^iot 
n^on ml oviPaii @if§QtiVBn@i3 
of the writing. 


m 80 MQr mm In 
P^etuatloni aieltilUitioni 
md othif oonventiaiii tint 
m paper is dlfflsult to 
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, lAvintlon of 



. Invention ef 

m? Us 



move thi nader intfi an imiim^ world of the writer 



• Syntax 



Paper is itrueturilly whole 
and hii ill appropriate. 



Mit^ displayi iffiotlve 
uie of ditalls bupperting the 
everall itruct-jre. Dttuils 
are ufm^ual and reflect a 
high dip*oe of taigimtion, 



Then is good uii af vi^id, 
flpratlvi, and ienssfy wqrdi 
and ixpriieionii friientiii 
tlon avoids m use of triti 
expressions* 



i/orfli and phrages are conibtaid 
effeetlvi^ Into ptraitted 
ind ipprsprlati pitterni of 



Nu ipelllni error i or gnly g 
m m mtLm% wordi afi 
evident, 



pnirally displays 
sontrol of struete, but 
thira afi gome Inaoniietlnii 
oiiBi 

iHi uei of details li pner- 
ally iffictivi, though thifg 
m mm ajtibipitloo, ;:ast 
ditalls ari imginifcive md 
inhanoe dovilspniant. 



Thi diveloproent of a itrus^ 
ture is weak and unsueeiBsfulp 



Jhere is attention to word 
choice i though voaabulai^ is 
liii Qoiorful than at the 
'exoiUent" leviL The m-- 
m Sots not rely on triti 
exprteslsns, M nelthir is it 
oharaeterizgd by itfiklng 
orlglnailty of gxpr^iilon, 



totaili ari glvan, but thiy da 
not sons Intently oontrlbuti to 
Wie Qviraii sti*uotuff, 
^talii are ooffiiiDnplaoe, 
linking Pagination, 



hvi ohoiei is pnirgiiy 
i^ffeativi; vooibulai^ Ig 
mdmij laskljii ejcprisiive- 
mSi and orgjjiaUty, 



Pynotimtioni 
Cipltiliiatloni 
md Other 
deavintlonB 
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Pungtuatlen> eapltiliiition, 
and othir oonvintiena m 
corracti 



iintingf gtfucturg li pniral^ 
corriet, Theri Is loii 
awlcwirtosi, but it does net 
detract ftpim the oviPill 
effiottvsr»ss of m mtiLg, 



Iheri are i fiw spillinj 
irrors, but thsy do not detraet 
frua the overall effeotiyineii 
©f thi i^ltini. 



teri an a few irrori in 
punatuation, qapitaliiatisn, 
and sthir donvintions, but they 
lo not detraet from thi over-i 
ill effiativanaii of thi 
wpiti^, 



ftay iintendii ^ oharae^ 
teriiad by sfci^oturil Wfik^ 
mm% and piMtlail erron, 



There ire givifil iptlllng 
irrors thit dstf a§t tm the 
^ffiotiyeniis of the Wfltlni, 



Ttefe are iiviril irfofi hi 
Wnetuitionj qapitillEationj 
and othir eonvintluni that 
detridt frsa the ovarall 
effgativiniis of the wrltliBi 



'^Ps li little sr no 
itrusturii 



Datalle art not glYin, or 
Setilla an Irrelivant, 
untoaginatlvii an^/or 
appropriate to the ovor^ 
all struoture, 



Exprissions m dull and 
iminttniting, Wordi trs 
freguently ffllsusid* 



Vrttlni ihows llttlt or no 
sinii of flentanol fitryature, 



Thirf m §0 amy iptiinig 
mon that thi nmv m 
Iwdai imdiritaad tha 
t^itii^i 



funetuitioni oipitilliitlQni 
mi other ooAviBtioiii thai 
thi pi^r is difficult to 
raid. 
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APPENDIX NCTE*S STANDARDS 

FOR BASIC SKILLS WRITING PROGRAMS ^ 



The fellowlng itandards weife developed by a specially selected conimittee of 
teachers, supervisors^ and writing specialists for use by states and school 
districts establlihing comprehensive literacy plans. The National Council of 
Teachers of English urges study of these standards as a means of determining 
that plans attend not only to effective practice within the classroom but 
also to the environment of support for writing instruction tiroughout the 
si.hool and the comaunlty. If effective instruction lip writing Is to be 
achieved 5 all the standards need to be studied and provided for in shaping 
comprehensive literacy plans. 

At a time of growing concern for the quality of writing in the society, it 
is Important to take the most effective approaches to quality In achool 
writing programs* These standards will help states and school districts 
assure that efforts to be undertaken will indeed lead to improvement. 

Planners must begin with an adequate conception of what writing is. To 
serve this purpose, we offer the following i 

Operational Definition of Writing 

Writing is the process of selecting* combining, arranging and 
developing ideas In effective sentencea^ paragraphs, and^ often, 
longer units of discourse. The process requires the writer to 
cope with a number of variables i mmtJwd of development 
(narrating, explaining, describing, reporting and persuading); 
tone (from very personal to quite formal); fom (from a limerick 
to a formal letter to a long research report) ; puvpoae (from 
discovering and expressing personal feelings and values to 
conducting the impersonal "business" of everyday life); pOBBihle 
audiena08 (oneself, classmates, a teacher, "the world") * Learning 
to write and to write increasingly well involves developing 
Increasing skill and sensitivity in selecting from and combining 
these variables to shape particular messages. It also involves 
learning to conform to conventions of the printed language, 
appropriate to the age of the writer and to the form, purpose aud 
tone of the message* 

Beyond the pragmatic purpose of shaping messages to others, writing 
can be a means of self-discovery, of finding out what we believe, 
know, and cannot find words or circumstances to say to others. 
Writing can be a deeply personal act of shaping our perception of 
the world and our relationships to people and things in that world. 
Thus, writing serves both public and personal needs of students, 
and it warrants the full, generous and continuing effort of all 
teachers. 



Printed with permission from the National Council of Teachers of 
English. 
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^ effective basic skills program in writing heg the following characteristics 



TEACHING AND LEARNING 

1. There is evidence that knowledge of current theory and research in writing 
has been sought and applied in developing the writing program* 

2. WrAclng instruction is a substantial and clearly identified part of an 
Integrated English language art curriculum. 

3. Writing is called for in other subject matters across the curriculum* 

4. The subject matter of writing has its richest source in the students' 
personal, social, and academic interests and experiences. 

5. Students write in many forms (e*g,, essays, notes, aummarleSs poems s 
letters, stories, reports ^ scripts, journals)* 

6* Students write for a variety of audiences (e.g.j self, classmates, the 
community* the teacher) to learn that approaches vary as audiences vary. 

7. Students write for a wide range of purposes (e.g., to inform, to persuade, 
to express the self, to explore, to clarify thinking)* 

8* Claastime is devoted to all aspects of the writing process: generating 
Ideas, drafting j revising, and editing. 

9, All students receive instruction in both (a) developing and expressing 
ideas and (b) using the conventions of edited Merican Enplish, 

10* Control of the conventions of edited American English (supporting skills 
such as spelling* handwriting, punctuation* and granmiattcal usage) Is 
developed primarily during the writing process and secondarily through 
related exercises, 

11* Students receive constructive responses=-^f rom the teacher and from 
others— at varlnus stages in the writing proceas, 

12. Evaluatipn of individual writing growth i 

(a) Is based on complete pieces of writing; 

(b) reflects Informed judgments, first, about clarity and content 
and then about conventions of spelling, mechanics* and usage; 

(c) Includes regular reiponBes to individual pieces of student 
writing as well as periodic assessment measuring growth over 
a period of time. 

SUPPORT 

13. Teachers with major responsibility for writing Instruction receive 
continuing education reflecting current knowledge ^about the teaching of 
writing* 

14. Teachers of other subjects receive information and training in ways to 
make use of and reapond to writing in their classes* 
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Parent and GOBranunity groups are Informed about the writing urogram and 
about ways in which they can support it. 



School and class schedules provide sufficient time to assure that the 
writing process is thoroughly pursued* 

Teachers and students have access to and make regular use of a wide 
range of resources (e.g*, library services, medias teaching materials, 
duplicating facilities ^ supplies) for support of the writing program, 

PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Evaluation of the writing program focuses on pre- and post^ ^^ram 
sampling of complp^e pieces of writing, utlliEing a recogniEea procedure 
(e.g., ETS hollstlG ratingp the Dledar^ch scale, primary trait scoring) 
to arrive at reliable judgments about the quality of the program. 

Evaluation of the program might also include assessment of a sample of 
student attitudes; gathering of pertinent quantitative data (e.g*, 
frequency of student writingi time devoted to writing activities); and 
observational data (evidence of prewriting activities , class anthologies, 
writing folders * and student writing diaplays) . 
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